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NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 2, 1954 


Untrep Srates SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON LABOR AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 


The committee met at 2:30 p. m., pursuant to call, in room P-63 
of the Capitol, Senator H. Alexander Smith (chairman of the com- 
mittee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Smith (presiding), Ives, Griswold, Purtell, Gold- 
water, Cooper, Upton, Murray, Hill, Neely, Douglas, Lehman, and 
Kennedy. 

The Cuamman. The committee will be in order. 

This is a special meeting of the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare of the United States Senate which I, as chairman, have called 
at the request of Mr. Albert C. Beeson, who is being considered by 
the committee for the position of member of the National Labor Re- 
lations Board, on appointment by President Eisenhower. 

The reason for calling this meeting is contained in some documents 
which I am going to put into the record as we begin the meeting, 
and I understand Senator Murray has some other documents to put 
in before we call Mr. Beeson. We will insert these documents at 
this time. 

The first one is a press release entitled, “Mr. Beeson and the San 
Jose Mercury,” which raises a question of discrepancy between the 
matters that appeared in Mr. Beeson’s testimony when he appeared 
before the committee. I will say that I, as chairman of the committee, 
first heard of this and had it handed to me by a member of the press. 
I think it was released on January 27, although it is not dated. 

(The press release referred to follows :) 


Mr. BEESON AND THE SAN Jose Mercury 


During our hearings on the Beeson nomination, a member of the minority 
questioned Mr. Beeson about a statement attributed to him by the San Jose 
Mercury. In that statement, Mr. Beeson said that he was being nominated 
for a 1-year term on the National Labor Relations Board and expected to return 
to his position as an executive of the Food Machinery and Chemical Corp. at 
the conclusion of his term of office. 


CONFLICT OF INTEREST 


Obviously, a grave question of conflict of interest arises if we are asked to 
appoint to a quasi-judicial position on the NLRB a man who has, until now, been 
a proponent of management’s views in labor-management disputes, who will be 
called on throughout this year to decide cases vitally affecting labor and man- 
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agement ; and who intends, hopes, or expects to be reappointed to his managerial 
position after he has handed down his decisions. 

Certainly, we were not only justified but obligated, in those circumstances, 
to consider whether a man in that position can be impartial in adjudicating 
labor-management disputes. Every reasonable person will agree that an in- 
dividual’s chances of being reemployed by management to represent manage- 
ment may be conditioned by whether or not the decisions he makes have favored 
labor or management. 

Therefore Mr. Beeson was asked whether the statement attributed to him by 
the San Jose Mercury was or was not accurate. 

(That statement quoted Mr. Beeson as follows: “The nomination by Presi- 
dent Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect at this time that I shall return 
to my duties with Food Machinery upon completion of this period if it is granted 
me through Senate approval.” San Jose Mercury, January 8, 1954) 


MR. BEESON DENIES STATEMENT 


In response to the query, Mr. Beeson stated: “The reporter who is quoted 
as having sent that, Wes Payton, is in this city. I did not say that. He 
apologized Wednesday morning to me for having so interpreted it. I got back 
to San Jose that night from being here in Washington, having seen Mr. Bisen- 
hower. I was almost sick to read that quote. I made no quote.” [Emphasis 
mine. ] 

MURRAY-MERCURY TELEGRAMS 


Subsequently, I sent the following self-explanatory wire: 

JANUARY 27, 1954. 
Epitror, SAN Jose MErRcurRY, 
San Jose, Calif.: 

January 7 edition San Jose Mercury quotes Albert C. Beeson as saying with 
reference to his nomination to NLRB, quote “The nomination by President Hisen- 
hower is for a 1-year term. I expect at this time that I shall return to my 
duties with Food Machinery upon completion of this period if it is granted 
to me through Senate approval.” 

Mr. Beeson has stated that he did not say that. I would appreciate your 
comments and comments of reporter Wes Peyton by wire Government collect 
as to, one, did San Jose Mercury misquote Mr. Beeson? If so, two, did Mr. 
Beeson make any statement which would convey the same or similar impression 
as that quoted. 

JAMES E. Murray, 
Washington, D.C. 

To this, the San Jose Mercury replied: 

SAN Jose, Carir., January 27, 1954. 
Senator JAMEs BE. MuRRAY, 
Senate Office Building: 

Albert C. Beeson’s statement was in January 8 edition of San Jose Mercury. 
Mr. Beeson did make that statement to one of our reporters. He did not make it 
to Wes Peyton as he testified. Wes Peyton did not apologize as Mr. Beeson 
testified nor did any of our other reporters apologize to Mr. Beeson. Repeat 
San Jose Mercury did not misquote Mr. Beeson. We are setting this straight 
for the record in Thursday morning’s Mercury. Will airmail you clippings. 


KENNETH CONN, 
Editor, San Jose Mercury. 
CONCLUSION 


I believe this interchange alone would be sufficient to justify a request that the 
nomination be recommitted for further investigation. Personally, and if the 
position taken by the San Jose Mercury stands up under such investigation, I 
believe it sufficient indication of conflict of interest to require that I vote against 
the nomination. 


The Crarrman. The next one that I wish to put into the record is 
a copy of a telegram from Senator Murray, on January 29, to Mr. 
Paul L. Davies of the Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., San Jose, 
Calif., which was handed to me, also, by a member of the press, and I 
had not seen it, but which just asked Mr. Davies the question with 
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regard to Mr. Beeson’s employment with the Food Machinery & 
Chemical Cor p. 


(The telegram referred to follows: ) 


WASHINGTON, D. C., January 29, 1954. 
Pau L. Davies, 


Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., 
San Jose, Calif.: 


Please send airmail special delivery copy your press release January 15, 1954, 
relative temporary appointment of Warren Philbrook and referring to leave of 
absence for Mr. Beeson. Also please airmail special copies any other documents 
in your file relative to leave of absence granted Mr. Beeson relative to discon- 
tinuation or suspension of his employment by you, and or relative to appointment 
of Mr. Philbrook to Mr. Beeson’s former position. Please preserve originals of 
all such or related documents pending further notice. 

JAMES ©. Murray, 
United States Senator. 


The Cuarrman. The next document that I wish to put into the rec- 
ord is a clipping from the San Jose Mercury of San Jose, Calif., dated 
Thursday, January 2 29, 1954, and entitled, “Mercury Challenges Testi- 
mony by Beeson,” “Senate Records Show Mistaken Statement, * and 
then another column, “Writer Gives Details of San Jose Interview.’ 


[From the San Jose (Calif.) Mercury, January 29, 1954] 
MERCURY CHALLENGES TESTIMONY BY BEESON 
SENATE RECORDS SHOW MISTAKEN STATEMENT 


(San Jose Mercury, Washington bureau) 


WASHINGTON.—Records of the Senate Labor Committee indicate Albert C. Bee- 
son, former industrial relations director of Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., 
gave testimony regarding conduct of the San Jose Mercury Washington bureau 
that cannot be reconciled with fact. 

Under questioning by Senator Lehman (Democrat, New York), Beeson said he 
had severed all connection with FMC and that there existed between himself and 
the company no oral or written agreement to take him back at completion of his 
term on the National Labor Relations Board. 

Whereupon Senator Lehman produced a photostatic copy of the San Jose 
Mercury of January 8 which quoted Beeson as saying: 

“The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect at 
this time that I shall return to my duties with Food Machinery upon completion 
of this period if it is granted me through Senate approval.” 

Beeson’s answer to this was that the Mercury Washington correspondent, Wes 
Peyton, misquoted him and then apologized for doing so. 

The disputed quote apparently was given by Beeson to a San Jose Mercury 
reporter the night of January 7 in San Jose. Peyton at the time was in Wash- 
ington. He did not misquote Beeson because he didn’t write the disputed story, 
neither did he apologize. 

The January 8 story, incidentally, did not carry Peyton’s byline. It was not 
datelined Washington, and nowhere in it did it attribute any of the material 
quoted to the San Jose Mercury Washington Bureau. 

Following is the testimony of Beeson regarding Peyton and the Mercury story 
as found on page 28 of the stenographic transcript of the Senate Labor Commit- 
tee’s closed hearing on January 22: 

“Mr. Beeson. In the first place I would like to correct something, sir. The 
reporter who is quoted as having sent that, Wes Peyton [sic] is in this city. 
I did not say that. He apologized Wednesday morning to me for having so 
interpreted it. I got back from [sic] San Jose that night from being here in 
Washington, having seen Mr. Eisenhower. I was almost sick to read that quote. 
I made no quote. I had no appointment, and it was not up to me to say such 
a thing.” 
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WRITER GIVES DETAILS ON SAN JOSE INTERVIEW 


(By Norman Bowman, staff writer) 


A quoted statement made by Albert C. Beeson, Food Machinery & Chemical 
Corp. industrial relations director, relative to his anticipated stay in Washington 
if he were appointed to the National Labor Relations Board, that appeared in 
the San Jose Mercury on January 8, and which Beeson later denied making, 
has become a celebrated bone of contention. 

On the afternoon of January 7, while Beeson was in his offices here and just 
following his notification that President Eisenhower had nominated him for the 
NLRB post, he was asked for a direct quotation regarding the nomination. He 
earefully dictated the following statement: 

“The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect at 
this time I shall return to my duties with Food Machinery upon completion of 
this period if it is granted me through Senate approval.” 

A few moments before, he had read from a volume of the National Labor 
Relations Act that the President could make a temporary appointment for a year, 
or if an unexpired term for a lesser period were to be filled, for that specified 
amount of time. 

On January 22, while appearing as a witness before the Senate Labor Com- 
mittee, Beeson repudiated his San Jose Mereury statement under questioning 
from Senator Lehman (Democrat, New York). Beeson told the comimttee: 
“T was almost sick to read that quote. I made no quote. I had no appointment 
and it was not up to me to say such a thing.” Beeson added the reporter who 
wrote the story had apologized to him. 

This reporter, who wrote the story, had no reason to apologize for it, and 
has not, primarily for the reason that he has not seen or talked to Beeson since 
January 7 with exception of a telephone call to Washington following Beeson’s 
denial statement. 

A keynote of the situation appears to be Beeson’s desire to eliminate any 
reference to a possible l-year tour of duty, or to the fact he was relieved of his 
industrial relations post on a 1-year leave of absence from Food Machinery & 
Chemical Corp. to accept an NLRB appointment should his presidential nomina- 
tion be approved in regular fashion by the Senate as required by law. 

The complete text of a Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. news release about 
a week prior to Beeson’s Senate committee appearance in Washington is repeated 
here for its content. 

“San Jose, Calif., January 15, 1954—Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. presi- 
dent, Paul L. Davies announced today that the position vacancy created by the 
appointment of FMC’s industrial relations director Albert C. Beeson to the 
National Labor Relations Board in Washington, would be filled by Warren R. 
Philbrook. 

“Mr. Philbrook is currently in charge of the industrial relations activities of 
of FMC’s chemical divisions, New York City. His new assignment is effective 
February 1 and will continue until December 1954, coinciding with Mr. Beeson’s 
leave of absence from the corporation to fill an unexpired term on the NLRB. 
During his absence from F MC's chemical divisions, Mr. Philbrook’s regular re- 
sponsibilities will be assumed by his assistant, Mr. 8. A. Pond.” 


The CHarrmMan. The next document is an editorial from the San 
Jose Mercury, of the same date, January 29, the same paper I just 
quoted from, which is entitled, “Keep the Record Straight, Mr. 
Beeson. 

(The editorial referred to follows:) 


{From the San Jose (Calif.) Mercury, January 28, 1954] 


Krep THE Recorp STRAIGHT, Mr. BEESON 


Considerable controversy has been raised in Washington over the nomina- 
tion of Albert C. Beeson, of San Jose, to the National Labor Relations Board. 
By a vote of 7-6 on Tuesday, the Senate Labor Committee recommended Senate 
confirmation of the nomination, but it is evident the controversy will continue 
on the Senate floor in an effort to block that confirmation. 

Injected into that controversy will be a portion of the report published in the 
January 8 issue of the San Jose Mercury announcing that Beeson had been 
nominated for the NLRB post by President Eisenhower. 
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In that story, it was stated that “Beeson will sit at a fifth member of the 
Board until December of this year.” It then quoted him directly as saying: 

“The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect 
at this time that I shall return to my duties with Food Machinery upon com- 
pletion of this period if it is granted me through Senate approval.” 

During the Senate committee hearing, under questioning by Senator Herbert 
H. Lehman, Democrat, of New York, Beeson denied ever having made that 
statement. That denial was put into the Congressional Record and carried 
by the press services. In reply to Senator Lehman’s question, Beeson said: 

“In the first place, I would like to correct something, sir. The reporter who is 
quoted as having sent that, Wes Peyton, is in this city. I did not say that. He 
apologized Wednesday morning to me for having so interpreted it. I got back 
from San Jose that night from being here in Washington having seen Mr. Eisen- 
hower. I was almost sick to read that quote. I had no appointment and it was 
not up to me to say such a thing, * * * I never gave a quotation to the press and 
I have not yet. There is one exception to that—I answered some questions to 
the Washington Star reporter who called me out in California but nothing of 
that kind. I did not make that statement, sir.” 

In the first place, this newspaper fails to understand why Beeson’s denial of 
his 1-year service on NLRB came a full week after his own company had con- 
firmed he was on a 1-year only leave of absence to accept the Federal appoint- 
ment. 

Beeson’s denial of the statement in Washington came January 22, but on Jan- 
uary 15 a Food Machinery news release announced appointment of Warren R. 
Philbrook, of New York City, as industrial relations director, and said: “His 
new assignment is effective February 1 and will continue until December 1954, 
coincident with Mr. Beeson’s leave of absence from the corporation to fill an 
unexpired term on NLRB.” 

In the second place, Wes Peyton, Washington bureau correspondent for the 
San Jose Mercury, had nothing whatever to do with that statement. It was given 
to a member of the local staff here in San Jose. 

In the third place, neither Wes Peyton nor anyone else apologized Wednesday 
morning or any other time for publishing the January 8 quotation. 

We believed Beeson to be eminently qualified for the NLRB post and doubted 
the fairness of his judgment would be influenced by his past associations. How- 
ever, in fairness to this newspaper and its readers, and if Beeson wants to keep 
the record straight, he himself should do a little apologizing for attempting to 
hide a tactical blunder on his part by blaming it upon a reporter. 

The CuarrMan. Now, Mr. Beeson is here and representatives of the 
San Jose Mercury are here, and before we get through with this 
meeting we will probably ask them all to appear and Mr. Beeson will 
appear. 

In addition to the documents that I have put in, I have a telegram 
from Mr. Paul Davies, president of the Food Machinery & Chemical 
Corp., which was sent to me at my request as chairman of this com- 
mittee. I asked Mr. Davies to advise us just what relationship Mr. 
Beeson had with that company. I am putting that in the record, but 
I am going to read it for the benefit of those here, because it is inter- 
esting to all of us. 

The telegram reads as follows. I will read it now because it will 
be of interest in our questioning of Mr. Beeson this afternoon. 

SANDUSKY, Onto, January 31, 1954. 
Hon. H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Chairman, Labor and Public Works Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

In response to your inquiry, Mr. Beeson on January 16, 1954, left our employ 
and severed all connections with our company. Mr. Beeson planned to accept the 
position with the National Labor Relations Board at great personal and financial 
sacrifice to himself and his family because of his desire to render public service. 
Mr. Beeson had no written, oral, or implied agreement that he would return to 
our company’s employ at the conclusion of his work with the NLRB. It has 
been our custom to consider employees who leave our company’s employ for 
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Government work or needed public service as being on leave of absence. Our 
interpretation of leave of absence has always been that those individuals to 
whom leaves are granted would have preferred consideration should they wish 
to return to our employ. We do not consider Mr. Beeson has any obligation 
whatsoever to return to our employ at the conclusion of his Washington service. 
Should he find it to his best interest to accept employment elsewhere, Mr. Beeson 
is in every sense a free agent to make his own decision regarding future em- 
ployment. 

Our company believes firmly in Mr. Beeson’s honesty and integrity and sin- 
cerely believes that he would be entirely impartial in his dealings with cases 
before the NLRB. We have always considered Mr. Beeson to have a liberal 
point of view in the field of labor relations and often he has sponsored the cause 
of the labor unions in our management meetings on particular issues involved. 

We have a high regard for Mr. Beeson’s ability in the labor relations field and 
believe the NLRB and our country would be fortunate to have him as a member 
of the Board. 

Paut L. Davies, 
President, Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., San Jose, Calif. 


I also have, and will put into the record, a telegram from the firm 
of Steptoe and Johnson, lawyers here in Washington. This isa result 
of a talk that I had with my old friend, Louis Johnson, formerly 
Secretary of Defense, you will all recall. I asked Mr. Johnson exactly 
what Mr. Farmer’s relationship was to the Steptoe and Johnson firm 
and to Mr. Beeson, and what services the Steptoe and Johnson firm 
had rendered to this company we are discussing, the Food Machinery 
& Chemical Corp. of San Jose. 

I will read this, also, putting it in the record at this time: 

WasuineTon, D. C., February 1, 1954. 
Hon. H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 


Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
United States Capitol: 

Pursuant to your request we submit the following information: Our firm was 
retained by Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. in August 1951, and rendered 
legal services for that corporation on a retainer basis through the end of 1953. 
As a member of our firm Mr. Guy Farmer worked on several matters for the 
Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. prior to July 13, 1953, when he withdrew 
from the firm in order to accept appointment as chairman of the National Labor 
Relations Board. 

If any further information is desired, we shall be glad to supply the same upon 
request. 

STEPTOE AND JOHNSON. 

Wasnurineton, D. C. 


Now, I also have to put into the record a number of telegrams from 
different persons, and I will read their names as I put them in the 
record. They disapprove of Mr. Beeson’s appointment. 

First one addressed to me is from Earl A. Moorehead, secretary of 
the Central Labor Council of Santa Clara County, San Jose, Calif.: 

San Jose, Catir., February 1, 1954. 
H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 


Chairman of the Senate Labor Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


After reviewing the facts brought forth before the Senate Labor Committee 
regarding Albert Beeson’s appointment to the NLRB the Central Labor Council 
of Santa Clara County feels that it would be impossible for him to be an im- 
partial member of this board because of his background and training over the 
years and therefore opposes the confirmation of his appointment. 

Eart A. MooreHEAD, 
Secretary Central Labor Council of Santa Clara County. 


That is from the Central Labor Council of Santa Clara County. 
I have a telegram from William Pollock, executive vice president of 
the Textile Workers Union of America, CIO, addressed to me. 
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I might say the telegram from Mr. Moorehead was dated February 
1; that is, yesterday. 

This one from Mr. William Pollock, executive vice president of the 
Textile Workers of America, CIO, is likewise dated February 1: 


New York, N. Y., February 1, 1954. 
Senator H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Approval of Beeson’s nomination will impair the judicial character of the 
NLRB. Members must not be beholden to either business or unions. Urge dis- 
approval. 

WILLIAM POLLOCK, 
BPrecutive Vice President, Textile Workers Union of America, CIO. 


Then, I have an exchange of telegrams from an old friend of mine 
in New Jersey, Mr. Lewis Herrmann, editor of the New Jersey Labor 
Herald, in Newark, N. J., and I will not read the whole telegram 
because it is too long, but he just protests against the appointment 
of Mr. Beeson and asks that President Randolph of the International 
Typographical Union be heard. 

NEWARK, N. J., January 22, 1954. 
Senator H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building: 

Enter my emphatic protest against confirming appointment of Albert C. Beeson 
to National Labor Relations Board. His attitude toward International Typo- 
graphical Union both prejudiced and erroneous showing he is not fit for responsi- 
bilities to make fair decisions on labor issues. President Randolph of Interna- 
tional Typographical Union would like to be heard before your committee on 
this matter. Please extend Mr. Randolph this courtesy. 

Lewis M. HERRMANN, 
2 Editor, New Jersey Labor Herald, 

We telegraphed back to him: 


WASHINGTON, D. C., January 25, 1954. 
Lewis M. HERRMANN, 
Editor, New Jersey Labor Herald, 
Newark, N.Jd.: 

Retel have sent following wire Randolph ITU “Re Beeson matter adequate 
public notice was given and full opportunity all interested persons appear before 
committee in regard Beeson nomination. However in light of your request will 
be glad to allow you 10 minutes in which to present your case orally before com- 
mittee. Open hearing scheduled for tomorrow 9 a. m. In event you do not 
care to appear personally committee will accept brief and will incorporate in 
record. Regret cannot allow you more time because we are now considering 
President’s recommendations Taft-Hartley amendments and are closely sched- 
uled for next 2 weeks on this matter. Please acknowledge receipt hereof.” 

Kindest regards. 

H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
United States Senator. 


Then, I also have a telegram from Mr. Randolph, dated January 26, 

which is as follows: 
INDIANAPOLIS, IND., January 26, 1954. 
Senator H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building: 

Retel regarding Beeson matter. Mr. Beeson made statements on Friday, 
January 22, which we desired to refute and which statements we believed indi- 
cated incompetency and prejudice. We sent telegram to each member of the 
committee on Friday requesting opportunity to be heard. Monday at 4:07 p. m. 
your telegram was filed in Washington offering me 10 minutes at 9 a. m. Tuesday. 
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Since I was en route from Chicago to Indianapolis your telegram received at 9 ' 
a.m. Tuesday. We accept your offer to forward brief for incorporating in the 
record even though the committee has already voted on the matter. 


INTERNATIONAL TYPOGRAPHICAL UNION, 
Wooprurr RANDOLPH, President. 





I answered that by saying: 
WASHINGTON, D. C., January 26, 1954. 
WooprvurFr RANDOLPH, 
President, International Typographical Union, 
Indianapolis, Ind.: 
Re tel regarding Beeson matter. Your brief regarding Beeson nomination will 
be incorporated in the record. Please forward as soon as possible. 
H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 


Then, a telegram just received today, February 2, from Mr. T, M. 
McCormick, secretary-treasurer of the Oil Workers International 
Union, CIO, Denver, Colo., states: 

DENVER, CoLo., February 2, 1954. a . 
Senator H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Senate Building: 

When Albert C. Beeson was first nominated for NLRB post this union did not 
oppose him. We have learned, however, that he is on leave of absence from his 
position with a large corporation, to which he will eventually return. In view 
of that fact, we do not see how, if appointed, Beeson could possibly be considered 
an impartial member of the Board. We strongly urge you to keep this point 
in mind when considering Beeson’s nomination for appointment to the NLRB. 

T. M. McCormick, 
Secretary-treasurer, Oil Workers International Union, CIO. 


I have just received a message from Mr. Ridder, who is present today 
and who is a cousin of the publisher of the San Jose Mercury. He 
received this telephone message just a little while ago from his cousin, 
Mr. Joseph Ridder, the publisher. The text of the telegram, appar- 
ently, is on its way to me now. 

SAN Jose, Cauir., February 2, 1954. 
Senator H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
United States Capitol: 

San Jose Mercury and News feel that Mr. Al C. Beeson has adequately explained 
to their complete satisfaction the circumstances leading up to an untrue accusa- 
tion by him that he had been misquoted in these papers. Mr. Beeson has apolo- 
gized for the incident he describes as one due to confusion in his recollection of 
dates and reporters covering assignments concerning his consideration and ' 
subsequent nomination as a member of the NLRB. These newspapers wanted to 
set the report straight which has been done. We feel Mr. Beeson innocent of 
any suspected attempt to alter facts regarding his separation from Food Ma- ' 
chinery & Chemical Corp. We feel his integrity, which was questioned briefly ; 
during the heat of the issue, is above reproach. We wish to emphasize that our 
original opinion of Mr. Beeson as a commendable selection for the NLRB has 
not been lessened by the incident and feel that he will be entirely impartial in 
his dealings with cases before the NLRB. 


JOSEPH RIpDER, 
Publisher, San Jose Mercury and News. 
That was signed by Joseph Ridder, publisher of the San Jose Mer- 
cury and News. ¢ 
Now, that is all that I have to introduce now, before I call Mr. 
Beeson, but I understand that my distinguished colleague, Senator 
Murray, has some inserts he would like to put in. 
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Senator Lenman. Before you proceed, may I ask a question? May 
I ask you whether these telegrams were addressed to you as chairman 
of the committee, or as an individual ? 

The Cuarrman. I will have them all examined and see, but some 
of them have been in the record before. 

The one from Mr. Davies was addressed to me as chairman of the 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee, United States Senate, and the 
one from Steptoe and Johnson was to Senator H. Alexander Smith, 
chairman of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, United 
States Senate. 

The one from Mr. Moorehead was addressed to me as chairman of 
the Senate Labor Committee, Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 

The one from William Pollock was to Senator H. Alexander Smith, 
Senate Office Building. That was addressed to me, personally. 

The one from Mr. Lou Herrmann, of course, my old friend in New 
Jersey, was addressed to me, personally. 

The one from Mr. Randolph himself was addressed to me as chair- 
man of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

The one from Mr. McCormick was addressed to Senator H. Alex- 
ander Smith, Senate Building. 

This telephone message was given to me, as I said, by Mr. Ridder, 
who is here, who is a cousin of the publisher, and the publisher tele- 
phoned it through and said it would be confirmed by a telegram which 
Is on its way. 

Senator Lenman. Well, I certainly do not wish to appear to be 
critical of the chairman, but I am very sorry that the telegrams or 
communications which were addressed to the chairman as chairman of 
this committee have not been circulated to the members of the com- 
mittee. As far as I am concerned, and I think possibly that is true 
of the other members of the committee, I have not the slightest idea 
what is in most of those telegrams. They were read very hurriedly 
and they were read in a voice that was not loud, and I am not tryin 
to press the chairman to speak louder than he wishes to. I think al 
of it should have been circulated, and I hope they all will be circulated. 

The Cuartrman. I might say to the Senator from New York that 
these all arrived yesterday and today and there has been a lot of 
heat generated between yesterday and today, and these telegrams have 
come in. I have none that is dated further back except Mr. 
Randolph’s. 

Senator Leuman. May I respectfully suggest that the staff of the 
Labor Committee immediately proceed to make a sufficient number 
of copies of the telegram from Mr. Davies to distribute copies to every 
member of the committee? It will not take very long and I have not 
any idea of what is in that telegram. 

The Cratrman. I received it this morning, Senator Lehman, and 
so I did not see it until this morning. 

Senator Gotpwater. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment on 
Senator Lehman’s remarks, that a telephone call from the CIO at the 
end of one of our meetings was not presented to the chairman, and the 
majority side never had a chance to see what was in that call. I 
think that the chairman is perfectly within the bounds of custom, 
as they have been practiced by this committee so far this year. 
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On top of that, I do not recall having seen any advance copies of 
telegrams that Senator Murray holds in his hand. 

The Cuarrman. I might say that in that connection, Senator Gold- 

rater, I appreciate your statement but as far as I am concerned I 
think it would be highly desirable if all telegrams received by any 
member of this committee or business pertaining to the committee 
was circulated to every member of the committee, and I am going to 
accept Senator Lehman’s suggestion and we will instruct the staff 
to bring that about. I hope every member of the committee will do 
the same thing. 

This exchange of letters with the San Jose Mercury, I regret to say, 
came to my attention through the press, and it was sent by Senator 
Murray to the San Jose Mercury, and the answer was put in the press 
before I received it. I am not complaining, but I am simply stating 
the facts. I think we will all do better if we will have more confi- 
dence in each other and we share all of the knowledge we have. We 
have a common enterprise here together, to try and help relations 
between management and labor. 

I am opposed to any feeling that one side ought to be trying to get 
an advantage of any other side. So far as I am concerned, there will 
be no more criticism that anything is concealed from anybody. 
Everything I know will come to the entire committee. 

Senator Purret.. So that we will have all of the evidence we might 
need in this case, I would suggest if any member of the committee has 
telephone calls that they intend to discuss before the committee, or 
telegrams in their possession, anything to do with this business, that 
they, too, be copied and copies be given to each one of the members of 
the committee. 

Senator Lenman. Mr. Chairman, I think that may be a very sound 
suggestion. As far as I am concerned, I have no objection to it. 
But I do wish to point out that there is very great difference between 
the function of a chairman of a committee and individual members 
of the committee who may receive a telegram merely as an individual. 
The chairman is the channel through which communications, official 
communications at least, or communications bearing on this subject. 
must come to the committee. There is no other way, except by direct 
individual contacts. 

Now, I do not know whether you have granted my request that the 
copies be given of the Davies telegram and also the newspaper tele- 

ram. 

. The Cuarrman. I have instructed Mr. James that stenographers of 
the committee will prepare the copies now. I must state that I feel 
somewhat aggrieved at the suggestion that the chairman has been 
doing anything underhanded here. I hope that the Senator from 
New York does not suggest that. If he does, I wish he would state 
so now and let us clear the air before we start the rest of the hearing. 

I have tried to lean over backwards in these hearings to be fair and 
to do what was right. 

Senator Lenman. Will you indulge me? There was nothing in 
my statement that in the slightest degree implied any underhanded 
methods, as the chairman has inferred, in the conduct of the chairman. 
I simply expressed myself with regard to what I considered the rela- 
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tionship between the chairman of a committee and the members of a 
committee. I think that I am correct in that I have been a member 
of many committees in the Senate and elsewhere, and I have been 
chairman of committees. 

I do believe that without being at all critical of the good faith and 
the good will of the chairman, there should be at least a publication 
to the Members of the Senate of any official communications that may 
come to the chairman bearing on the subject before us. 

The Cuarrman. I can say to the distinguished Senator from New 
York, if he will look at the records of the hearings which we got out as 
soon as we could, many of these telegrams that I read today appear 
in that record. I will be very glad to add to that method of com- 
munications and send a message to every Senator’s office of every 
telegram we get. In the Taft-Hartley hearings, I get telegrams every 
day, and I have been scrupulous in putting them into the record on 
the day they are received and not delaying a minute. I have tried my 
best to have this record kept clear and fair and aboveboard and in 
everybody’s hands. 

I regret it if this was not done in the case of Mr. Davies’ telegram, 
but I received the telegram this morning, and so I could not have done 
it any more quickly than to bring it to the attention of this committee 
this afternoon, and I want to make that clear for the record. 

Senator Purre.y. I agree that matters that should come before this 
committee should certainly be cleared through the chairman. May I 
inquire if the minority report was submitted to you before it was given 
to the newspapers ? 

The Cuatrman. I did not see it at all before it was given to the news- 
papers. It went to the newspapers without coming to my attention. 

Renater Purre.tL. The minority report was given to the newspapers 
before the chairman saw anything of it? 

The Cuamman. That is true. 

Senator Dovenas. Now, just a moment, I was hoping we would not 
have angry words between the two sides. 

The Carman. I do not want any angry words either. 

Senator Dovetas. There is no obligation upon the minority to sub- 
mit its report for censorship or examination to the majority. That 
is a report of the minority, and we have a right to submit it, and I am 
sure that my good friend Senator Purtell upon reflection would agree 
with that. 

Senator Purreti. Upon reflection, I still think it should be sub- 
mitted to the chairman of the committee. The chairman might well 
have seen it before it was published. 

Senator Doveras. Did the majority submit its report to the 
minority ? 

The Cuarrman. We did not make any until today. 

Senator Murray. Now, Mr. Chairman, may I proceed? 

The Cuatrman. Senator Murray has some inserts. 

Senator Murray. I wish to offer for inclusion in the record several 
documents. If any of them already appear in the record, they may 
be recorded in that manner. 








86 NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 


First, I offer a telegram dated January 27, which I personally sent 
to the editor of the San Jose Mercury, San Jose, Calif., reading 
as follows: 

JANUARY, 27, 1954. 
EpITor, 
San Jose Mercury, San Jose, Calif.: 

January 7 edition, San Jose Mercury quotes Albert C. Beeson as saying with 
reference to his nomination to NLRB, “the nomination by President Eisenhower 
is for a 1-year term. I expect at this time that I shall return to my duties with 
Food & Machinery upon completion of this period if it is granted to me through 
Senate approval.” Mr. Beeson has stated that he did not say that. I would ap- 
preciate your comments and comments of reporter Wes Peyton by wire Govern- 
ment collect as to, one, did San Jose Mercury misquote Mr. Beeson? If so, two, 
did Mr. Beeson make any statement which would convey the same or similar im- 


pression as that quoted. 
JAMES FE. Murray, 
Washington, D.C. 


The Cnarrman. I might say, Senator Murray, that I put that in 
the first exhibit today, your telegram. 

Senator Dove.as. It was not read. This is the first time it has been 
read. 

Senator Murray. Now, then, the editor’s reply to me of the same 
date reads as follows: 

San Jose, Cauir., January 27, 1954. 
Senator JAMES E. MuRRAY, 
Room 111, Senate Office Building: 

Albert C. Beeson’s statement was in January 8 edition of San Jose Mercury. 
Mr. Beeson did make that statement to one of our reporters. He did not make 
it to Wes Peyton as he testified. Wes Peyton did not apologize as Mr. Beeson 
testified nor did any of our other reporters apologize to Mr. Beeson. Repeat San 
Jose Mercury did not misquote Mr. Beeson. We are setting this straight for the 
record in Thursday morning’s Mercury. Will air mail you clippings. 

KENNETH Conn, 
Editor, San Jose Mercury. 

I should, also, like to have included in the record a press statement 
concerning this same matter, which was issued by my office under date 
of January 27. I believe you have already introduced that. 

The Cuarrman. I did. 

Senator Murray. Secondly, I offer a photostatic copy of a front- 
page news story and editorial appearing on January 28 issue of the 
San Jose Mercury, which set forth the newspaper’s position, on this 
subject. Third is a copy of the statement I made under date of Janu- 
ary 30, in which I point up the necessity for further public hearings 
by this committee in order that questions concerning Mr. Beeson’s rela- 
tionship with his former company might be answered before the Sen- 
ate is asked to vote upon his confirmation. 

(The press release referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR MURRAY CONCERNING BEESON RECALL 


In response to Senator Smith’s statement as carried by the press, Senator 
Murray stated: “I still insist that further formal hearings, open to the public, 
be held on the nomination of Mr. Beeson. I believe that we cannot conscien- 
tiously act on this nomination unless we are given an opportunity to question Mr. 
Beeson under oath, and, if necessary, to subpena and question any other indi- 
viduals whose statements may be in conflict with those made by Mr. Beeson. 
Hither Mr. Beeson is right in telling the committee that he had made no state- 





1 
NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 87 


ment to the San Jose Mercury about his intention to return to his former position 
at the end of this year, or the San Jose Mercury was wrong in its published 
statements, and either Mr. Beeson was correct in testifying to this committee 
that he had no continuing relationship with the Food Machinery & Chemical 
Corp., or the president of that corporation was wrong in issuing a press release 
stating that Mr. Beeson was on a 1-year’s leave of absence from the corporation. 
The question of who is telling the truth must be resolved by this committee 
through testimony taken at a formal hearing and under oath before the Senate 
can properly consider Mr. Beeson’s nomination. 

“If I interpret Senator Smith’s announcement today correctly, he is proposing 
only an informal meeting at which Mr. Beeson will make a public statement. 
If it is not to be a statement under oath at a formal hearing, Mr. Beeson might 
as well make his statement immediately to the public press. 

“T believe the proper procedure would be for the Republicans in the committee 
to recall Mr. Beeson’s nomination, so that we can investigate the whole matter 
thoroughly in accordance with proper committee procedure, and as we Democrats 
requested.” 

Fourth is a copy of a telegram dated January 27 to Woodruff Ran- 
dolph, president of the International Typographical Union, AFL, 
from Earl A. Moorehead, secretary of the Central Labor Council of 
Santa Clara County, Calif., which reads as follows: 

San Jose, Cauir., January 27, 1954. 
Wooprurr RANDOLPH, 
President, International Typographical Union: 

After reviewing the facts brought forth before the Senate Labor Committee 
regarding Albert Beeson’s appointment to the NLRB, the Central Labor Council 
of Santa Clara County feels that it would be impossible for him to be an impartial 
member of this Board because of his background and training over the years and 
therefore opposes the confirmation of his appointment. 

Bart A. MOOREHEAD, 
Secretary, Central Labor Council of Santa Clara County. 


The CuatrmMan. Do you want those in twice? 

Senator Murray. If any of them are already in, at the point where 
I offer them, it can be recorded that they are in the record at another 
place. 

Fifth is a letter dated January 29 from Miss Verda Pardue, secre- 
tary to the president of Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., in response 
to a telegram dated January 29, which I sent the president of that 
company, Mr. Paul L. Davies. This telegram was previously sub- 
mitted. (See contents.) 

In reply, I received a letter from Miss Pardue enclosing a copy 
of a press release which I shall read: 


Foop MACHINERY & CHEMICAL CorP., 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
San Jose, Calif., January 29, 1954. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Room 111, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: Your wire was received at this office this afternoon in Mr. Davies’ 
absence on an eastern trip. I am forwarding with this letter copy of the press 
release to which you refer. Your telegram will be forwarded on to Mr. Davies, 
and in accordance with your request we will not destroy any original documents 
pending further notice. 

Very truly yours, 
VERDA PARDUE, 
Secretary to the President. 
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Foop MACHINERY & CHEMICAL CorP. 
From the office of Fred E. Rosewater, Jr., manager, public relations. 
W. RB. PHILBROOK TO DIRECT FMC’S INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 


San Jose, Cauir., January 15, 1954. 


Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. President Paul L. Davies announced today 
that the position vacancy created by the appointment of FMC’s industrial rela- 
tions director, Albert C. Beeson, to the National Labor Relations Board in 
Washington, D. C., would be filled by Warren R. Philbrook. 

Mr. Philbrook is currently in charge of the industrial-relations activities of 
FMC’s chemical divisions, New York City. His new assignment is effective 
February 1 and will continue until December 1954, coinciding with Mr. Beeson’s 
leave of absence from the corporation to fill an unexpired term on the NLRB. 
During his absence from FMC’s chemical divisions, Mr. Philbrook’s regular 
responsibilities will be assumed by his assistant, Mr. S. A. Pond. 

I also have telegrams, which I ask to have included in the record, 
that I have received from Mr. Earl A. Moorhead, secretary of the 
Central Labor Council of Santa Clara, Calif., San Jose, Calif., and 
from Mr. William Pollock, executive vice president of the Textile 
Workers Union of America, CIO. 

These telegrams vigorously oppose Mr. Beeson’s appointment. to 
the National Labor Relations Board. 

The Cuarrman. I think those two were in the record already. We 
will record it in that manner. 

I will ask Mr. Beeson now if he will take the chair. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON, NOMINATED TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Beeson, I understand that you have a pre- 
pared statement, and I feel it is only fair to you that you should be 
permitted to read your prepared statement in full. I hope you read 
it slowly and I will request the committee not to interrupt you until 
the statement is completed. Then I will ask every member of the 
committee to present such questions to you as they see fit to present on 
this matter, or any other matter. 

Mr. Berson. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman. We will have a wide-open hearing, and we will 
have all of the questions asked by everybody who wants to ask them. 
1 think it is fair to you and fair to everybody else. 

Mr. Berson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHarrMan. We are glad to see you here again, Mr. Beeson. 

Mr. Berson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this 
opportunity to appear before the committee to correct a statement 
in the record which has resulted in an unwarranted challenge to my 
personal integrity. 

On Friday, January 22, 1954, Senator Lehman asked me the follow- 
ing question : 

Senator Lehman said: 


The reason I asked that question, Mr. Beeson, is that is has been brought to 


my attention that on January 7 you were quoted in the San Jose Mercury as 
saying: 
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“The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect at 
this time that I shall return to my duties with Food Machinery upon completion 
of this period if it is granted me through Senate approval.” 

Now, that would indicate at least unless there is some kind of an explanation, 
that you were still of the determination that you would continue your duties 
with this company. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Beeson, that apparently is a call for a vote 
and I am afraid we will have to recess until the members of the com- 
mittee can go to the floor and attend to their senatorial duties. 

Mr. Brrsan. I am sorry. 

(Recess. ) 

The Cuarrman. Will the committee come to order, please. ; 

Mr. Beeson, before you continue, I want to make a slight correction 
in the record. I stated that I received Mr. Paul Davies’ telegram this 
morning. Asa matter of fact I received it yesterday afternoon, and I 
want to be sure that my statements are correct as far as the record is 
concerned. 

You may proceed. I suggest that you start your statement again, 
and we can get the sequence of it. 

Mr. Berson. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this 
opportunity to appear before the committee to correct a statement in 
the record which has resulted in an unwarranted challenge to my 
personal integrity. 

On Friday, January 22, 1954, Senator Lehman asked me the follow- 
ing question : 

Senator LEHMAN. The reason I asked that question, Mr. Beeson, is that it 
has been brought to my attention that on January 7 you were quoted in the 
San Jose Mercury as saying: 

“The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a l-year term. I expect 
at this time that I shall return to my duties with Food Machinery upon comple- 
tion of this period if it is granted me through Senate approval.” 

Now, that would indicate at least, unless there is some kind of an explanation, 


that you were still of the determination that you would continue your duties 
with this company. * * * 


To that question I replied : 
* * * T did not make that statement, sir. 


At that time the only article which I had seen or of which I was 
aware had appeared in the evening edition of the same paper of, 
I believe, January 6, 1954. That article quoted me, to my great em- 
barrassment, as expecting a Presidential appointment and claiming 
the support of Vice President Nixon. I had made no such statement. 

I had refrained from any public comment regarding this appoint- 
ment since I had been informed that any announcement would have 
to come from the White House. 

On the afternoon of January 7, 1954, Mr. Willis called me from the 
White House to tell me that the announcement of my appointment 
had been released. Shortly thereafter I did talk with another re- 
porter and it was at that time that I apparently made the statement to 
which Senator Lehman referred. That article—which by the way I 
have not yet seen—did not appear, however, until January 8, and 
Senator Lehman’s reference to January 7 led me to believe that it 
was the previous article which he had in mind. 

I did, therefore, make the statement to which Senator Lehman 
referred in his question. But in further clarification of that matter 
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I wish to quote part of the statement which I made for the record 
prior to this question by Senator Lehman: 

I resigned as director of industrial relations. I have no agreement of any 
kind, oral or written, requiring my return after the end of this assignment. I 
have no compensation of any kind going on, or intended to go on. Our company 
is not the only company that is meticulous about those things. Our president, 
Paul Davies, has just finished an assignment, as you know, as the chairman of 
the President’s Committee for Reorganization of the Army, a herculean task. 
We believe in giving of our people and releasing them for Government service. 
That is also true on the community level, and I and others have spent much 
time in community service for that. 

* * * * * * * 


Now, Mr. Davies made it very clear, and I agreed with him, that in no way 
would I retain any interest in the company. I do not need to tell you that I 
am no Mr. Wilson. I have an odd lot of stock in our company, purchased through 
a stock-purchase plan. It is of no consequence, of course. I make no promise 
that if I am ever offered a job again by that company or another company, I 
won't consider it. I have to take care of my family, we have four boys to put 
through school, but I have no obligation to return and I have no agreement 
with them. I am receiving no compensation from them. 

I wish to reaffirm the above statement at this time and to suggest to 
the chairman, if he is willing, that he read into the record a telegram 
relative to the above which I understand has been received from my 
former employer, Mr. Paul Davies, president of the Food Machinery 
& Chemical Corp., which, sir, you have already read. " 

In short, due to those confused circumstances, I at that time denied 
making the statement referred to by Senator Lehman. That was an 
honest mistake. It was in no sense an attempt to mislead. You will 
doubtless recall my voluntarily submitting a letter to Senator Know- 
land in which I stated that I was interested in this appointment for 
1 year only. 

At this time I should also like to correct the record in one other 
respect. During the hearing I stated that I had an odd lot of Food 
Machinery & Chemical Corp. common stock in the amount of 32 
shares, bought on a monthly payroll deduction stock-purchase plan— 
also, incidentally, available to all eligible employees, factory and office. 
This should have been 25 shares, not 32, worth at the current market 
approximately $1,000 and costing me approximately $900, 

I believe the record in all other respects is correct and that it speaks 
for itself. 

The inconveience and expense to me of moving my family to Wash- 
ington is but part of the contribution I assumed I was making to Gov- 
ernment service, and I do not resent it. However, there is one thing 
I do resent for all Americans, and that is the repeated suggestion that 
no businessman can be considered objective, honest, or free from prej- 
udice. To subscribe to this viewpoint, the Senators would inevitably 
support the Marxian theory of division of classes, and separate the 
members of the productive team of American industry. 

Most employees and most employers, I am sure, feel that they are 
not members of different classes. In fact, most supervisors today were 
at one time employees and often members of unions. I have per- 
sonally employed two union officers as personnel managers with com- 
plete confidence in their fairness and integrity. 

More than a few of Food Machinery’s present foremen are former 
union stewards and they look on their management development pro- 
grams to bring men from the bench to management. responsibilities. 
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The day that the workingman in a factory, mine, or office feels that he 
is separated from some so-called management class, or that a member 
of the management group looks with suspicion on those who are other- 
wise employed, whether or not they belong to a union, will be a dark 
day for America. I am confident that the Senators, whether Re »pub- 
lican or Democratic, do not subscribe to such a foreign idea. 

It has been suggested that regardless of this so-called conflict of 
interests my association with Guy Farmer, Chairman of the National 
Labor Relations Board, is unseemly. 

Now, let me say this. The firm by which I was employed has 
retained at least five different law firms, for such matters as taxes, 
insurance, wage and salary stabilization, labor relations, and so forth. 

One of the firms so retained was Steptoe & Johnson. That firm 
ussigned Mr. Farmer from its staff to handle two labor cases involving 
the company for which I was employed. Neither I nor my employer 
a ted Mr. Farmer for those tasks. That was a matter of assignment 
by the firm of Steptoe & Johnson. 

Mr. Farmer and I have never discussed any pending cases before the 
Board and I truthfully do not know how he feels, nor does he know 
my opinion on these matters. While Mr. Farmer did mention the 
possibilities of such an appointment to me, it is my understanding 
that the actual recommendation was made by Secretary of Labor 
James P. Mitchell, who only later discussed the matter with Mr. 
Farmer. In any case, I resent for Mr. Farmer, as well as myself, 
the implication that either of us would be a mere rubberstamp for 
for the opinions of others. 

In my opinion this matter is far more important than either the 
Board itself or my own reputation. It suggests doubt of the integrity 
of Americans of good will whether in professions, business, or unions. 
I have complete confidence in most of the leaders of American unions, 
lawyers, and businessmen. There are those in each group who could 
not pass the test of unselfishness and honesty, but they are in the 
minority. To lose this faith constitutes a cynicism which I cannot 
share. 

Thank you, sir. 

The Carman. Mr. Beeson, there was one matter in your testi- 
mony which has been quoted a good deal, and I want to ask you what 
you mean by it to make it a little clearer to us and let the record 
show it. 

If you have the record of the hearings there, I wish you would 
turn to page 22, in the second paragraph at the top of page 22, refer- 
ring to some situation in Pennsylvania, you said, and I quote your 
statement : 

It was my belief that the Pennsylvania Dutch people in that community didn’t 
want a union, and so although all the laws seemed to say that we couldn’t talk to 
them about it, as we said in the vernacular, we “free-speeched” them. We told 
them the different sides of the story, and they defeated the union. 

Now, you could say, if you like in that instance, that I was a union buster. 

Now, I think it would be well if you could explain to us that because 
it has to do, of course, with this whole free-speech issue. What did 
you mean exactly when you said, “We ‘free-speeched’ them,” and used 
that as a verb? 

Mr. Berson. I am sorry you stopped right there because that is 
where most of the critics have stopped, also. 
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The Cuarrman. I am reading what the critics have said about 
it, and I want you to develop in your own way what you meant and 
what the rest of the testimony was. 

Mr. Berson. I was trying to suggest that there are two sides. At 
the time, under the Wagner Act, when this incident occurred, the law 
was not clear. Many people felt because there had been NLRB 
decisions up to this time that it was completely illegal and an unfair 
labor practice to even speak to employees about this matter of having a 
union. 

We had many people come to us and say in this particular instance, 
“We don’t want to belong to a union, but nobody tells us either side 
of it.” 

After much discussion with our legal counsel, we decided that al- 
though the law was unclear, we did not think that that is what Con- 
gress meant. So, without coercion and without threat or promise, 
we told the people in the plant that they had every right to belong to 
a union of their own choosing, but that these were the circumstances. 

This was written out and presented later before the Pennsylvania 
Labor Board, I believe. Please note, we never threatened or coerced 
or promised them anything; and they had their election. And as we 
had been told a large majority of them did not wish to belong to a 
union. We were at the same time dealing with a union in New Jersey, 
and incidentally, I have a letter from the president of that old union, 
which happens to be Mr. Carey’s union, received by me today and 1 
might read it to you. 

he CHarrman. You may read it. 

Mr. Berson. This is from James Callaghan, the organizational 
director of district 4 of the IUE-CIO. It is from Newark. And he 
writes: 

Dear AL: Congratulations on your new job. I know that with a guy like 
you on the board everybody concerned will get a fair shake. I wish you lots of 
luck, and the next time I’m in Washington I’ll drop in and explain how you can 
eliminate the Taft-Hartley Act. 

With warm personal regards. 

Now, my point is that this is the union that we dealt with in New 
Jersey, and they tried to organize the Pennsylvania plant and failed 
to. There was no bitterness or hard feelings regarding that. 

Nevertheless, that was the circumstances and I used the vernacular, 
perhaps foolishly. We did use the right of free speech. 

Subsequently the Board, or subsequently the Court upset the Board 
and held that it was right to use free speech. We had the right of 
free speech if we did not abuse it, as the law later brought out. Then 
Taft-Hartley amended the act and made that part of the law. Sol 
said there, foolishly, of course, that perhaps that makes me a union 
buster. 

On the other hand, I said, and I would like to add to that, “I have 
stood up and explained to our management plenty of times and to other 
companies that employees have every right to belong to a union, and 
we have told them that. If they choose a union they have their rights 
protected, and so forth.” 

I was giving both sides of that. I certainly deny that I have ever 
been a union buster. 

The Cuarrman. Now, I am giving the members of the committee an 
opportunity to question you. I will ask Senator Ives. 
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Senator Ives. You have not been a union buster in the sense that 
you have been prejudiced against unions, is that it? 

Mr. Bergson. I think that is part of our American democracy. 

Senator Ives. Well, I believe you believe in the trade-union move- 
ment just as a great many of us believe in it, that it is the fundamental 
element in American life and it can have more to do with the reten- 
tion of freedom in this country almost than any other thing we have. 

Mr. Berson. It is the first thing that goes in other countries when 
they lose their freedom. 

Senator Ives. You subscribe to that, do you not? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ives. There is one question, or maybe two, I have to ask. 
First, I have not a copy of that telegram that came here from the 
president of your company, but I would like to inquire in the light of 
what I conclude to be in the telegram, whether you consider yourself 
on leave of absence ? 

I think the telegram indicated that all who went into Government 
service from your corporation were regarded as on leave of absence 
by the corporation, is that correct ? ' 

Mr. Bexson. I referred to that at one point earlier in my testimony, 
and we perhaps have a poor technical term. The reason we have it is 
that it refers to our pension program. 

If a person came back within 6 months, he will not lose the part the 
company puts in the pension program, if he is on leave of absence. 
That is a technical legal term. Actually, I have severed my complete 
relationship, sir. 

Senator Ives. Then you are not in that position at all, that the ordi- 
nary person who leaves your company and goes into Government 
service is in, is that it? 

Mr. Berson. He is in service; yes, sir. 

Senator Ives. What I am driving at, your status is different, is it 
not, than that of the ordinary person in your company or corporation 
who goes into Government service ? 

Mr. Berson. No. 

Senator Ives. Judging from that telegram, perhaps you had better 
read it and let us see what the telegram says. 

Mr. Berson. I am not in any different position than Mr. Cambell 
who went on the War Production Board and people who go into the 
Army. We are severed as far as our service is concerned. I should 
not say like the Army because under the law a man who is drafted or 
enlisted has a legal right to demand his job back. I have not that 
right, nor have they any right to expect me to return. If something 
that seemed more helpful to my company came u 

Senator Ives. But is your status not exactly the same as that of all 
of the rest that have gone into Government service ? 

Mr. Berson. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator Ives. Then, based on the statement in his telegram, as I 
recall it, you are regarded as on leave of absence in a broad sense; is 
that right? 

You could come back at any time, you could cease your Government 
service at any time within 6 months, you say, and come back and 
return to your corporation and be digits for the pension privileges 
to which you referred ¢ 
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Mr. Berson. If they let me come back, but there is no obligation to 
let me come back. 

Senator Ives. Then, apparently, there was no obligation or has been 
no obligation in any of these instances where members of your com- 
pany have gone into Government service 

Mr. Berson. Mr. ( ‘ampbell did not come back, for instance. 

Senator Ives. I know, he did not come back. He did not come back 
for the reason they did not want him to come back. That was not the 
reason ¢ 

Mr. Berson. He resigned, and he went into other activities. 

Senator Ives. But it was not because they refused to take him back, 
was it / 

Mr. Berson. No. 

Senator Ives. Well, that makes a big difference. Then you pre- 
sumably when you get through with your service you will be eligible 
for reinstatement in the corporation, is that correct ? 

Mr. Berson. Mr. Davies said in the telegram, and I do not mean 
to be immodest, he said, if I wanted to come back, maybe there would 
be an opportunity, but that there was no obligation, and no agreement 
written, or oral, or implied that I could come back, nor have I made 
any agreement to go back. I am a free agent, sir. 

In fact, I am employed by nobody right now. 

Senator Ives. You have severed completely your connection with 
the corporation, have you not? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ives. And I remember the telegram sufficiently to know 
what you say is correct about it. They are not obligated to take you 
back. But I was just curious to know whether your status is the same 
as other members of your corporation who have gone into Govern- 
ment service, whether they regard it, generally speaking, as leave of 
absence ¢ 

Mr. Berson. It is perhaps a difference of terms. As I tried to 
explain, the term “leave of absence” is used to comply with the legal 
language in our equitable pension plan. It says a man on leave of 
absence, if he returns within 6 months, will have not lost the com- 
pany’s contribution. 

Senator Ives. As I understand it, you can return if you want to. 
They would be very glad to have you back? 

Mr. Berson. That is nice to know. 

Senator Ives. Well, it speaks well for you. But as far as the obliga- 
tion is concerned, there is no obligation on their part to take you back ? 

Mr. Berson. That is right. 

Senator Ives. That is your understanding? 

Mr. Berson. That is my understanding. 

Senator Ives. That is more or less in line with the telegram which 
he sent us. Now, second, and then we will be through with what I 
have, do you expect to return ? 

Mr. Berson. I have no plans. I like to live in California. This is 
a fine company, and fine associates to work with. But I have no plans 
of any kind. 

Senator Ives. You never have had any conversation of a secret 
nature with anybody connected with the company,, with President 
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Davies or anybody, to the effect that when you got through here you 
were going back ¢ 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. 

Senator Ives. In other words, you are in no way, shape, or manner 
committed, so far as the Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. is con- 
cerned, is that correct ? 

Mr. Breson. It is absolutely correct. 

Senator Ives. You have no obligation ? 

Mr. Berson. No. 

Senator Ives. In any way, shape, or manner? 

Mr. Berson. Not in any way, shape, or manner. 

Senator Ives. That is all I have. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Murray. 

Senator Murray. I notice that this telegram we have here from 
Paul L. Davies, president of the Food, Machiner y, and Chemical 
Corp. of San Jose, in which he tried to explain your position with the 
corporation, was received on the 31st of January. The telegram that 
I received from the editor of the paper was dated the 27th. So there 
was a period from the 27th to the 31st where it was quite possible that 
some communications may have taken place between someone here 
and the company, or its officers. Is that right? 

Mr. Berson. There are 4 days there; yes, sir. 

The Cratrman. I may say, Senator Murray, that I immediately 
tried to get in touch with Mr. Davies after I saw your exchange of 
telegrams, which came to me through the press, to see if he could 
explain his connection with it. I am guilty of that and I think it is 
perfectly proper for me to do. 

Senator Murray. Well, it seems strange to me that there is such a 
divergence between the telegram that I received on the 27th when the 
matter was fresh in the minds of everyone connected with it, and the 
telegram that the committee received from Mr. Davies on the 31st. 

In the telegram which I received on the 27th, the editor of the paper 
says: 

Albert C. Beeson’s statement was in January 8 edition of San Jose Mercury. 
Mr. Beeson did make that statement to one of our reporters. He did not make 
it to Wes Peyton as he testified. Wes Peyton did not apologize as Mr. Beeson 
testified nor did any of our other reporters apologize to Mr. Beeson. Repeat 
San Jose Mercury did not misquote Mr. Beeson. We are setting this straight 
for the record in Thursday morning’s Mercury. Will airmail you clippings, 
signed Kenneth Conn, editor, San Jose Mercury. 

Now, that is in direct conflict with this subsequent telegram that 
we have from Mr. Davies. There is nothing to show whether or not 
Mr. Davies consulted with Mr. Conn, the editor of the paper, in order 
to decide what the real truth of the matter might be. It seems to me 
a very strange situation. 

Now, you say that you have no plan to go back to this corporation 
when you get through ? 

Mr. Berson. That is right, sir. 

Senator Murray. You have no plan é 

Mr. Berson. I have no plan at all, of any kind. 

Senator Murray. You have no feeling in the back of your mind that 
possibly you will go back there after you serve out your term here? 

Mr. Burson. I have no knowledge of what is going to happen to 
me at all. 
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Senator Murray. Would you resent them asking you to come back ? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. 

Senator Murray. You would be glad to go back to them if they 
asked you to come back ? 

Mr. Berson. If I had nothing else, I have to support my family, I 
submit. 

Senator Murray. And you would, naturally, gladly accept employ- 
ment with the concern again because you were satisfied with your 
relations with them during r the time you were in their employ ? 

Mr. Berson. I am not mad at anybody in the firm, sir. 

Senator Murray. Is it not true that a certain feeling of loyalty 
and friendship develops among the members of an organization of 
that kind—a certain feeling of good will and a very sincere feeling of 
wanting to stay with the concern; is that right ? 

Mr. Beeson. We hope so. All firms hope to so treat their associates. 

Senator Murray. And you would not have thought of leaving this 
concern if it had not been for the employment you were offered, this 
position on the NLRB? 

Mr. Berson. If some other firm had offered me something attrac- 
tive enough so that my family would suffer for my refusal, I cert uinly 
would have thought of it. 

Senator Murray. You would? 

Mr. Brrson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Murray. At the same salary ? 

Mr. Berson. It would hardly pay to move your family from one 
city to another, for the same compensation, sir. 

Senator Murray. What s salary did you get in this firm ? 

Mr. Berson. My salary, of course, is a matter of income-tax state- 
ment, but I am perfectly willing to say that it varied on a bonus plan, 
from $16,000 to about $19,000 in the last 3 years. 

Senator Murray. You received bonuses from time to time? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir; under a plan registered with the Internal 
Revenue Department 

Senator Murray. If you go back to the company in December of 
1954, after you conclude this servic e, will the precedent that is thereby 
established for your company mean that it will repay into the pen- 
sion plan the amounts it contributed for your past services ? 

Mr. Berson. If I go back in 6 months, that is true. 

Senator Murray. But if you go back at the end of the term, in 
December of 1954, would it be possible for the company to make re- 
»ayments into the fund; to put the fund in shape so that you would 
Penefit from it? 

Mr. Berson. I believe, I am not 100 percent sure, this is a technical 
question. My money can stay there and I can either get 2 percent 
interest on it if I want to take it out, or it can stay there and pur- 
chase an annuity. If I return, I am not clear as to whether I can 

ecapture in a sense the 6 years, but I get no payments for the time 
ITamaway. I know that. 

There is no compensation during the period I am gone. It may 
be possible that I will not lose the 6 years, if I should return. I 
know that would be true in 6 months, and I am not sure about the 
second 6 months. 
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Senator Murray. In your testimony, you made some observation 
about being opposed to the notion that a businessman cannot serve 
on these various boards or agencies. Did you make that statement? 

Mr. Berson. Cannot serve objectively, sir. 

Senator Murray. Does anyone feel that there is any basis for such 
a feeling in this country—that a businessman cannot qualify ? 

Mr. Beeson. I would suggest that that has been the line of question- 
ing, that there is a conflict of interests, and therefore how in the world 
could I possibly serve in a quasi-judicial point. Mr. Carey’s statement 
was that. 

Senator Murray. Do you consider yourself just simply a business- 
man ? 

Mr. Berson. Not just any more than anyoneelse. I aman American 
first. 

Senator Murray. Then you are not in the class of a businessman 
who desires to accept an appointment on a public board. You are a 
professional man, and your whole life has been on the side of man- 
agement. It does seem to me that you are in an entirely different situa- 
tion than a businessman who is appointed by the President to one of 
these boards; one who has had diversified experience. I cannot see 
how you can make any comparison between yourself and a businessman 
of that character. 

You are a professional man, and you have devoted your life to the 
side of management. Would you recommend Walter Reuther for a 
place on the board ? 

Mr. Berson. I won’t take any specific man, sir; and either praise 
him or damn him by an answer to that, but I certainly would be per- 
fectly willing to see many labor leaders serve on the board and have 
faith in their fairness and objectivity. 

Senator Murray. Notwithstanding the fact that their whole lives 
had been devoted to a battle for the rights of labor, and that in some 
cases they had gone through very serious periods of disturbances and 
bloodshed? Do you think that they could nevertheless set aside all 
feeling and sit on that board with entire impartiality ? 

Mr. Berson. I think that there are many that could, sir; and I sub- 
mit, what you call professional experience is not all a matter of battle. 
In my case I have never known any case of bloodshed. But isn’t it 
an experience of trying to bring labor and management together? I 
believe that experience is valuable to the board, whether it be on the 
part of a union leader or a business leader. 

Senator Murray. Do you think that the best way to bring them to- 
gether is to develop good, sound relations between labor and manage- 
ment and thus try to bring about a spirit of cooperation that will be of 
great benefit to this country in the future ? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Murray. It does seem to me that we should not at this time 
undertake to put men on the board who have fixed views, and fixed 
opinions upon these labor questions and expect them to set them aside 
when called upon to act on controversies. I believe the country would 
be shocked if we named a man like John L. Lewis, or Reuther, or some 
other gentleman from the ranks of labor. I think people would be 
quite surprised ; do you not think so? 

Mr. Beeson. Sir, your opinion of those gentlemen is yours, and I 
don’t know whether they would be surprised. I think that there are 
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many, I repeat, labor leaders who could honestly serve, and serve 
their country both intelligently and fairly. 

Senator Murray. Well, it does seem to me that that would be im- 
probable, because I have lived in a labor country where we had very 
severe times prior to the enactment of the Wagner Labor Relations 
Act, and prior to the time that the big corporations began to accept 
the idea of collective bargaining. 

I remember that in the steel industry, there were very serious bat- 
tles going on over the years; that when they finally accepted the 
program of collective bargaining, Mr. Myron Taylor of the steel 
company, after the first year of operation, said that relations between 
the company and labor had never been so good in all of the history 
of the industry. 

Well, it seeems to me that the only way that we can handle this 
thing is to have men of entire impartiality on these boards, and I do 
not think it would look right to have 2 or 3 big labor leaders, and 
2 or 3 big labor relations men from the corporations sitting on the 
Board. It does not seem to me that that would be the satisfactory 
kind of a board to have in this country. I do not see how anyone 
could approve of that kind of board. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Senator Murray. 

Before we go to the next questioner on our committee, I am going 
to suggest to “the committee that Mr. Wes Peyton, whose name has 
appeared in the record here and who was mixed up in some of these 
conversations with Mr. Beeson, might be called for a moment just 
to straighten out this issue of fact. I do not want Mr. Beeson to 
leave because we want to examine him further. With the consent 
of the committee I will ask Mr. Wes Peyton to come forward because 
he understands where this misunderstanding arose. 

Senator Doveras. Could we finish with this witness before Mr. 
Peyton is called, because I think that Mr. Peyton can be called later. 
But I would suggest that we finish the examination of Mr. Beeson 
first. 

The CHatrman. If the Senator prefers that, I am willing to go 
ahead with Mr. Beeson’s examination. 

I will postpone Mr. Peyton until later. 

Senator Griswold is the next questioner. 

Senator Griswotp. Mr. Beeson, in connection with the free-speech 
episode in Pennsylvania, I would like to ask if after that incident 
occurred, there was any charge that you had violated the labor laws 
of the country, and I forget whether it was the Wagner Act now or 
the Taft-Hartley Act, or that you had violated any law in connection 
with this free-speech episode ? 

Mr. Breson. As the Senator knows, under the present laws that is 
certainly perfectly legal, and constantly done. It is done without 
coercion, threat, or promise. The law at that time was not clear, and 
therefore naturally the unions felt that we shouldn’t do it. We felt 
that we should. 

The charge was made before the Pennsylvania Labor Board, and the 
charge was - dropped by the Board as being without foundation ap- 
parently. We were not found guilty of an unfair labor practice. 
Shortly thereafter the court upheld our position. 

Senator Griswotp. Now, in connection with your dealings with Mr. 
Farmer, it has been made to appear in the minority report that you 
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rather worked for Mr. Farmer. Would it not be more fair to say 
that you were with the group that would be classified as the employer, 
and Mr. Farmer was an employee, and that Mr. Farmer was more 
beholden to you as being one of his employers through this firm? 
But it would be more fair to say that you were the employer than to 
say you were subordinate to Farmer and in some way beholden to 
him ? 

Mr. Brrson. There is no question, sir. We retained that firm, 
and he was assigned to the task involved. 

Senator Grisworp. But it is true that in your dealings with him, 
when he was serving as the attorney for your company, you learned 
to have a high regard for him, and he seemingly learned to have a 
high regard for you? 

Mr. Berson. I can’t speak for him, but I certainly have a high 
regard for him, and for his impartiality. 

Senator Griswotp. At least he seemed to have a high regard for 
you, to the extent that he was happy to recommend you to become 
one of the coworkers on the National Labor Relations Board ? 

Mr. Berson. So I understand, sir. 

Senator Griswotp. Now, I would recite a little personal history 
and I will close with a question. 

I served for many years as Governor of the greatest State in the 
Nation 

The Cuarrman. What State was that? 

Senator Griswoip. The State of Nebraska, I might add. 

But when I became Governor, I appointed as a director of the State 
department of labor a man by the name of Olson, a good Scandina- 
vian name, Ole Olson. Mr. Olson had been a plumber as a young man 
and later, after he was some age—I would say past 30—he studied 
law and became a labor attorney in Omaha. But he continued to 
affiliate with his union, and for a great many years served as secre- 
tary of the Omaha Central Labor Union. I appointed him as head 
of the State department of labor and later changed him over while 
I was still Governor, and he was presiding judge of the workmen’s 
compensation court. 

So he is definitely a labor man who has spent his life in labor, fight- 
ing the battles of labor, and working with organized labor; and he 
is definitely known as a labor leader in the city of Omaha. Yet, in 
my judgment I think he has been entirely fair, both as head of the 
State department of labor and now as chairman of the workmen’s 
compensation court. He understands the viewpoint of labor but also 
has an honesty of approach and integrity in his intellectuality that 
I think he has done an outstanding job of bringing together labor 
and management, and doing a fine job for both. 

Now I would like to ask you if you know of many cases over the 
Nation of people who have come up through the ranks of labor and 
have rendered fine and constructive service in the field of labor- 
management relations. 

Mr. Berson. I certainly do. I can think of one particularly on the 
Pacific coast in charge of the Federal Mediation Service. He was once 
an organizer of the Iron Workers Union, yet he is doing one of the 
finest jobs and he has the complete confidence of both labor and man- 
agement. It would be a shame if we couldn’t use his service because 
we didn’t trust the backround. 
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Senator Griswoip. It was brought out in a previous hearing that 
Cy Ching, I believe, came from the field of management, but gained 
the complete confidence of labor and kept the confidence of manage- 
ment, and he has done a fine job in building up better relations. 

So you feel that from your own personal experience, there are many 
cases where men come from what is generally claimed one field or the 
other and still they are objective and fair and judicial in their 
approach, and they do a very fine and constructive job ? 

Mr. Brerson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Griswoip. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Senator Hill? 

Senator Hixu. Mr. Beeson, did I understand you to say that you 
do not now expect to return to the company ? 

Mr. Besson. I have no plans, Senator, to return to that or any com- 
pany. I don’t know what is going to happen to me. 

Senator Hix. Then you do not expect at this time to return to the 
company ? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. 

Senator Hix. Now, Mr. Beeson, you said as I understood your testi- 
mony, that the telegram that Senator Lehman asked you about—not 
the telegram but the statement in the San Jose Mercury that Senator 
Lehman asked you about; at the time he asked you about it, you stated 
you did not make the statement. 

As I understand, you say now that you did make the statement and 
the statement is correct. 

Mr. Berson. I talked to a reporter, sir, who apparently quoted me 
on a subsequent day, and not the day that I was asked about, and I 
have yet to see that article, and we were out of town when that 
appeared, and I haven’t seen it. 

But I apologize for forgetting that I had talked to that reporter, 
and the reporter that I thought I was referring to was another incident. 

But I apparently did make a statement that I hoped or expected 
some day to come back to San Jose, but I have no plans and no agree- 
ment to do so. 

Senator Hix. You did not say anything about plans; you stated 
the nomination by President Eisenhower is for a— 
l-year term. I expect at this time that I should return to my duties with the 
Food and Machinery upon completion of this period if it is granted me through 
Senate approval. 

So at that time you did expect to return to the company, but you do 
not now so expect; is that right? 

Mr. Berson. In the first place, Senator, this was not a written state- 
ment, and this was an exchange of expression with a reporter who 
didn’t understand the term of the law, and I had gotten out the act 
to read it to him. And if he says I said that, probably I did, in the 
meaning that I would like some day, perhaps, to come back, everything 
else being equal. But I repeat I have no agreement to return. 

Senator Hitt. What you said was this statement: That you expected 
at that time—that was the time of the statement— 
to return to your duties with the Food Machinery upon completion of the period 
if it is granted me through Senate approval. 

That was your expectation at that time. 
Mr. Berson. I have said that I said that, sir. 
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Senator Hutz. Well, now, Mr. Beeson, you are familiar with the 
release that the company got out when you left there, are you not? 
It is dated January 15, 1954. 

Mr. Berson. Actually I am not sure I saw it. 

Senator Hiiz. It said Mr. Beeson was leaving, and your place would 
be filled by Mr. Philbrook, and Mr. Philbrook’s place would be filled 
by Mr. S. A. Pond. 

You are familiar with that release, are you not, sir? 

Mr. Berson. Sir, I haven’t seen that, frankly, but I have heard you 
say it and I know it must beso. I just don’t deny it. 

Senator Hix. Well, the release states that Mr. Philbrook is cur- 
rently in charge of the Industrial Relations activities of Chemical 
Division in New York City. 

His new assignment is effective February 1 and will continue until December 
1954, coinciding with Mr. Beeson’s leave of absence from the corporation to fill 
an unexpired term on the NLRB. 

The very use of those terms “leave of absence” would seem to confirm 
that you did expect to go back, would it not? 

Mr. Berson. Not necessarily what I expected, sir. It might cer- 
tainly leave the company in a position that they hadn’t promised Mr. 
Philbrook a permanent position, and they have said in the telegram, 
so there is no argument about that; that they said that they would 
possibly give me an opportunity if I wanted to, but I have no obliga- 
tion to do so. 

Senator Hixxi. You do not have any obligation, and I mean even if 
you told them you were coming back, unless you had a written con- 
tract a man could change his mind. 

‘ Mr. Besson. He could have an oral contract which he would abide 
y. 

Senator Hmx. You spoke about your retirement, did you not? 

Mr. Beeson. Salaried pension plan. 

Senator Hitz. And you said that you knew they would go on for at 
least 6 months, did you not? 

Mr. Beeson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiri. You were not so sure about the other 6 months? 

Mr. Beeson. That is right. 

Senator Hitz. Do you not suppose that that is one significance of 
the use of these terms, or this term “leave of absence ?” 

Mr. Berson. I suggested that it was, sir. 

Senator Hinz. Surely the words “leave of absence” have a well 
defined and accepted meaning, do they not, today? 

Mr. Beeson, it means that you have leave which is consent or per- 
mission to be absent from your job for a period of time. Is that not 
what it means? 

Mr. Berson. I guess it could be construed that way. 

Senator Hix. It does not mean severance of all connection with the 
job as though you had resigned effective such and such a date; or an 
employee had been discharged from the job. What it means is you 
simply have permission, or leave, to be absent from your job for a 
certain period of time. 

Mr. Beeson. Sir, I won’t argue the point. I have made the state- 
ment that I have resigned and severed my relationship, and the presi- 
dent of the company has confirmed that. If you wish to not agree 
with me as to the meaning, I can’t do anything about it. 
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Senator Hix. Did you tender a written resignation ? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. 

Senator Hix. You did not tender a written resignation ? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir; but I did an oral resignation, to the board of 
directors. 

Senator Hix. You mean you told them you are going to take this 
NLRB job? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. I told them that I had been offered it if 
approved. 

Senator Hixi. And you will be down here to December 1954, is that 
right’ 

Mr. Berson. It is presumptuous for me to think that I would be 
offered either the job or the renewal after that period. That is the 
term of the appointment. 

Senator Hii. You are speaking now of the NLRB job? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Would you permit me to just read from Mr, Davies’ 
telegram, Senator Hill, on what they meant there by “leave of ab- 
sence”? It has a particular connotation when a man goes into Gov- 
ernment service. 

Mr. Davies says in the middle of his telegram: 

It has been our custom to consider employees who leave our company’s employ 
for Government work or needed public service as being on leave of absence. Our 
interpretation of leave of absence has always been that those individuals to 
whom leaves are granted would have preferred consideration should they wish 
to return to our employ. 


Senator Hitt. Mr. Davies was down here in a Government job, was 


he not ? 

Mr. Brrson. He was here on a temporary assignment, a very 
arduous one. 

Senator Hix. He was on leave of absence, was he not ? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. 

Senator Hiiu. He was not on leave of absence. 

Mr. Berson. I don’t really know the technicality of that, but it is 
my understanding that he gave part of his time to this assignment. 
There were other heads of other companies, and a general and some- 
one else assigned to the doing of this job for the President, and what 
the details were have never been explained to me. 

Senator Hit, When he finished the job he was doing, he went right 
back into the presidency, did he not? 

Mr. Berson. He never left it, sir. 

Senator Hm. He left the duties and functions, did he not, of the 
office ¢ 

Mr. Berson. He would be here for a few weeks and back there. But 
I think it is unfair to ask me to explain to you something that I don’t 
know about, his arrangements with Mr. Eisenhower. 

Senator Hiri, Now, if your retirement benefits or your salary pen- 
sion benefits were going on, you still have an interest there in the com- 
pany, is that not so? 

Mr. Berson. There is a difference between going on and being re- 
tained. What has been retained is past compensation, and I have a 
legal interest in that. What is going on would be more, and that is 
not going on. There is no possibility of that being continued. 
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Senator Hitt. They are holding for you the benefits which you 
have built up at the time you came down on what was then announced 
as a leave of absence? 

Mr. Berson. That is right. It is not very consequential but you are 
entitled to know about it. It is 6 years. I had to wait a year to be- 
come eligible under the plan. So that for 6 years I have received the 
company’s contribution which I testified was something in the neigh- 
borhood of between $15 and $120 a month, plus my own contribution, 
which has been put into a fund. At the end of 6 years you can see 
that isn’t a great deal of money, but at the end of the period when I 
severed my connection, money does not continue to go into the fund. 
The company puts no penny into it at this time. 

Senator Hitz. If you had preemptorily resigned without any leave- 
of-absence business, would you have gotten back the money that you 
paid in yours? 

Mr. Beeson. Yes, sir, with interest. 

Senator Hitt. With interest. You would have gotten that, and if 
you had just resigned effective such and such a date, preemptorily, 
you would have gotten your money back with interest ? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir, or if I had been discharged. 

Senator Hitt. Or if you had been discharged you would have got- 
ten your money back ¢ 

Mr. Berson. That is part of the Treasury regulation. 

Senator Hin. But being on what your company announced was a 
leave of absence, your fund stays there, your share stays in the pension 
fund ? 

Mr. Berson. Unless I ask for it. I have the right on leave of ab- 
sence, that is the technical meaning of that. I have the right to leave 
it there. 

Now, I do not get the company’s money, if I leave, unless I have been 
in service 10 or 15 years, and then it is a percentage of the total. 

Senator Hiix. If you do go back, you keep all that the company has 
paid in, and in addition you may get what you build up in the future ? 

Mr. Beeson. That is right. 

Senator Hitt. By going back you benefit certainly to the extent of 
getting these funds that the c ompany has already paid into the pension 
fund for you? 

Mr. Berson. Which was past compensation, which I had earned 
up to that date. 

Senator Hm. And if you do not go back, and if you should not go 
back, then you lose those funds which the company has paid in for 
you; is that right? 

Mr. Berson. That is true. 

Senator Hiri. Do you know what the aggregate amount of those 
funds would be today, Mr. Beeson ? 

Mr. Berson. No, I don’t offhand, but let us say $100 a month for 6 
years. That would be $7,200. That is all it amounts to. 

Senator Hiixi. Does it not get an interest, too, that adds to it? 

Mr. Berson. Not to me; it is to the general fund, sir. 

Senator Hirt. Does that not add to what you would finally draw 
as a pension if you went on and stayed until your retirement age, as 
to when you moved out, as a pension ? 

Mr. Berson. That is how we build pension funds, as you know. 

42432—54—-pt. 2——3 
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Senator Hitt. That is all right now, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Purtell ? 

Senator Purre.ty. Mr. Beeson, you have, along with others, a vested 
interest in this pension fund and it was part as a matter of fact of 
your terms of employment, I imagine, and there are many others in 
your organization having the same thing? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Purre... In other words, that was part of your compen- 
sation at the time your duties were performed ? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Purre.t.. Now, this is not unusual, to have a vested interest 
in a fund such as that, nor is it unusual to have the terms for 6 months, 
or rather the 6 months leave of absence employed in your company. 
They say in effect that the funds can be left in there for a period of 
6 months and if at that time you elect or you do not elect, or anyone 

else as a matter of fact having money in that fund, to come back to 
rane and they decide to have them back, then they can continue on 
with the fund. 

But did the company pay one penny since you resigned or left the 
company? Did they pay one penny for you into that ‘fund? 

Mr. Berson. As far as I know, nothing, sir. I left at the end of 
the month, toward the end of the month, the 16th or whenever I left 
physically. As I know the working of the fund, the last payment 
was on the Ist of January for that month, and then that is all. There 
is nothing put in for February, and so on. 

Senator Purrets. It was a contributory pension plan that all of 
the salaried people in your company enjoyed, is that right ? 

Mr. Beeson. They are eligible, factory and office salaried personnel. 

Senator Purrett. How many people are employed by the company 
for which you were director of personnel ? 

Mr. Berson. Approximately 13,000. 

Senator Purre.y. 15,000 people ? 

Mr. Brrson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Purrett. How many superior officers did you have, su- 
perior to you in the organization ‘ 

Mr. Brrson. A dozen, perhaps. 

Senator Purret. Would you consider that you, in your capacity 
of manager of industrial relations, would be a big-business man in the 
terms usually applied? You had only to do with the industrial rela- 
tions; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Berson. That is right, sir. 

Senator Purreiyi. In industri ial relations your job was to get estab- 
lished good, sound understanding between labor and management ? 

Mr. Berson. That is the primary job. 

Senator Purrety. In order to do that you had to understand labor’s 
problems, and they were presented to you, were they not? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Purrett. And you many times had to prrecnt to your own 
management group, labor’s views; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Purrety. Have you had any violence in any of the strikes 
that occurred in the plant that you were connected with ? 

Mr. Berson. We had an illegal strike that I mentioned before, at 
our Trona mine, in Green River, Wyo. Whenever the sheriff would 





¢ 


ee 





NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 105 


vo home for dinner or lunch, the men would stand across the highway. 
They did pull one of the supervisors out of the car and fortunately 
nothing really happened. They swung at him, and one of the men hit 
his own associate in the nose and broke it. Otherwise, we have had 
no violence. 

Senator Purreit. Now, you used the words “you expected to go 
back.” And I remember after the First World War when I came back 
from France, I expected to go back to the people I had worked for. 
I did not, and surprisingly enough the company has prospered, too. 

Is there anything particularly wrong in expecting to_go back to a 
job that you are acquainted with? I do not see it. You have no 
agreement, as it has already been established, to go back, nor have 
they agreed to take you back. 

Mr. Berson. That is right, sir. 

Senator Purret.. But that you might expect to go back there or 
elsewhere to employ your talents, your developed talents and 
experience. 

Did you use the word “expect” in the sense that I am using it now ? 

Mr. Breson. I used it in the way of “possibly,” “hope”; in that 
sense. 

Senator Purretn. Thank you. 

The CuarrmMan. Senator Neely ? 

Senator Nreety. Mr. Chairman, I make no charge against any par- 
ticular person. But the record before us conclusively shows that 
someone has lied, and I propose to seek the identity of the author of 
the falsehood, which now stares us in the face. 

Mr. Beeson, during your cross-examination, Senator Lehman read 
you a statement attributed to you that appeared in the San Jose 
Mercury which is as follows: 

The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect at 
this time that I shall return to my duties with Food Machinery upon completion 
of this period if it is granted me through Senate approval. 

Regarding this quotation you testified, as shown at page 25 of 
the printed record, as follows: 

In the first place, I would like to correct something, sir. The reporter who is 
quoted as having sent that, Wes Peyton, is in this city. I did not say that. He 
apologized Wednesday morning to me for having so interpreted it. 

Later Kenneth Conn, editor of the San Jose Mercury, sent Senator 
Murray, ranking minority of this committee, the following telegram 
about this matter: 

Albert C. Beeson’s statement was in January 8 edition of San Jose Mercury. 
Mr. Beeson did make that statement to one of our reporters. He did not make it 
to Wes Peyton as he testified. Wes Peyton did not apologize as Mr. Beeson 
testified nor did any of our other reporters apologize to Mr. Beeson. Repeat 
San Jose Mercury did not misquote Mr. Beeson. We are setting this straight 
for the record in Thursday morning’s Mercury. Will airmail you clippings. 

KENNETH CONN, 
Editor, San Jose Mercury. 

Mr. Beeson, it must be clear to one of your apparent intelligence 
and education that either your statement which I have quoted or 
Mr. Conn’s telegram about it is false. Therefore, I now ask you 
to tell the committee which of these statements is false and which is 
true. 

Mr. Brrson. I explained this, sir, and I will repeat it. 
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Senator Nrereiy. I heard your explanation. But it does not answer 
my question by any manner of means. I trust that you will answer 
my question “Yes” or “No,” and then make any additional explanation 
you may consider necessary or proper. You unconditionally told 
the committee that Wes Peyton apologized to you for the state- 
ment. Mr. Conn says he did nothing of the kind. Was your state- 
ment true or false? 

Mr. Berson. I explained to you, sir, that I was confused on the 
statements. 

Senator Nery. I fully understand your present confession or ad- 
mission about your confusion. But I make no inquiry about that. 
I simply insist on an answer to the simple question whether you told 
the truth when you said that Wes Peyton apologized to you for having 
made or reported your statement. 

Mr. Berson. Mr. Peyton explained to me the first article which 
was the cause of the confusion, and he did not apologize in that sense. 
I have corrected the record, and I said that I was mistaken in what 
I said. 

Senator Neety. Then your statement that Peyton had apologized 
to you was untrue. 

The Cuatrman. I may say that Mr. Peyton is here, and I expect 
to call him and he will answer that question. 

Senator Nreety. I want the author of this statement, which I am 
now convinced was utterly false, to answer for himself. And I sub- 
mit that he does not need Mr. Peyton or anyone else to speak for him 
on that point. Mr. Beeson, when was it that you and Peyton had 
your conversation ? 

Mr. Besson. It was just before this testimony and that is what led 
to it. We had discussed it. 

Senator Nerty. What was the date? 

Mr. Berson. The same date that I testified, that Senator Lehman 
asked me the question, and I met Mr. Peyton here. 

Senator Nrery. Then you had the conversation with Peyton, as a 
result of which you testified here that he had apologized to you, just 
before you gave us your testimony ¢ 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neety. And you came before the committee a few minutes 
after you and Peyton had held the conversation and told this com- 
mittee that Peyton had apologized to you for reporting you had made 
the statement in question? But you now admit that the assertion 
that he had apologized to you was untrue. 

Mr. Beeson. Sir, I haven’t said that yet. This is what he did. 

Senator Neety. I insist that you either admit or deny that Peyton 
apologized to you. 

Mr. Beeson. I will tell you what he said. He was sorry that there 
was a misunderstanding and I interpreted that as an apology and if 
it is not an apology you may think what you wish. It was not an 
attempt to mislead you and I think that you know that. 

The Cuamman. You were talking about a different statement, and 
a different statement entirely. Mr. Peyton is here to bring that out, 
and he can talk about that. 

Senator Nery. So far as I am concerned, nothing that Mr. Peyton 
can say can relieve Mr. Beeson, whose nomination for a most impor- 
tant office is before us, of his responsibility to tell the truth in a mat- 
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ter as important as that about which he was testifying when he said 
that Wes Peyton apologized to him. I am endeavoring to ascertain 
whether Mr. Beeson is or is not a man of veracity. If he is not, so 
far as my vote is concerned, he ought not to be a member of the 
National Labor Relations Board or any other governmental agency. 

Mr. Berson. That is why I asked for permission to read this into 
the record to explain it, sir. 

Senator Neety. Do you know what sort of pressure, if any, was 
applied to the publisher of the San Jose Mercury in order to prevail 
upon him to send the distinguished chairman of the committee, Sena- 
tor Smith, on the 2d of February a telegram which, although it em- 
phasizes the fact that the newspaper wanted to set the record 
straight—which has been done—nevertheless contains what the pub- 
lisher intended as an attempt to help rehabilitate you notwithstanding 
the fact that the telegram from the editor of the San Jose Mercury 
had charged, in effect, that the statement which you had made and 
which appeared in the paper was false. Kenneth Conn, who sent the 
telegram to Senator Murray, is the editor of the San Jose Mercury, 
is he not? 

Mr. Berson. I believe that is his title. 

Senator Nerty. Mr. Beeson, I once more read you the statement that 
the San Jose Mercury says you made: 

The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect at 
this time that I shall return to my duties with Food Machinery upon completion 
of this period if it is granted me through Senate approval. 

Editor Conn, in his telegram, says that you did make that statement. 
I again urge you to tell the committee whether you did or did not 
make that statement. 

Mr. Breson. I have said, sir, that I apparently made it. 

Senator Nery. Is it necessary to put in the “apparently?” Do 
you entertain even a shadow of a doubt that you made it ? 

Mr. Berson. All I know is that I talked to the reporter, and it is not 
the date that Senator Lehman referred to. I am not saying that that 
is wrong. 

Senator Nre.y. I am not interested in the date. Did you ever 
make that statement ? 

Mr. Berson. I believe I did, and I have said so. 

Senator Neety. The editor says that Wes Peyton did not apologize. 
I presume that you will now admit that you were also in error in 
testifying that he did. 

Do you know what, if any, negotiations were carried on with the 
publisher of the San Jose Mercury either by a representative of the 
present administration or by a representative of any agency such as 
the American Manufacturers Association or the United States 
Chamber of Commerce in order to prevail upon the publisher to send 
us a telegram in your favor after his paper had, in effect, charged you 
with having testified falsely before this committee. 

Mr. Beeson. No, sir, I don’t, but I did write Mr. Ritter a letter in 
which I explained exactly what I put in this record, so he would under- 
stand that I was talking about another article in the paper in which I 
had been said to have claimed Mr. Nixon’s support and claimed an 
appointment which was presumptuous for me to announce before the 
White House announced it. 
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The Cuarrman. I might say to my distinguished colleague that I 
am to blame for the inquiry in this matter. Mr. Joseph Ritter, the 
publisher, has a relative here—I do not know whether it is his brother 
or cousin—whom I immediately saw, and we saw that two different 
statements were involved. We got in touch with Mr. Wes Peyton, 
and endeavored to straighten this out. 

I asked Mr. Ritter if he was satisfied, and he said he was, and he 

called the publisher and this is a result of getting the facts straight. 
It is just a clear answer by the publisher of “the thing. It was a mis- 
understanding between these two different statements. 

Senator Neety. Mr. Chairman, it is evident to me that the editor 
and the publisher entertain entirely different opinions of Mr. Beeson. 
In my opinion, pressure has been applied to the publisher in behalf of 
assistance in the attempted rehabilitation of Mr. Dae. 

I neither accuse nor suspect you, Mr. Chairman, of any complicity 
in any ee r conduct in this or any other case. 

The Cuamman. I thank you. 

Senator Neety. To my regret, I do not have as much confidence in 
ihe virtue of everyone connected with this administration as I have 
in you and the other distinguished Republican members of this 
committee. 

The Cuarrman. I thank my distinguished colleague. I said Mr. 
Ritter is here, and he is a cousin of the publisher and he will be glad 
when the time comes to state exactly what happened. After I talked 
to him and after we got Mr. Wes Peyton and Mr. Beeson together and 
discovered what this misunderstanding was, we found it was no 
pressure. It was just a statement of fact and a clarification of it. 

Senator Nerty. Mr. Chairman, I have, at least to my own satis- 
faction, settled the question of veracity in the pending matter. There- 
fore, I shall proceed to another phase of the case. 

Mr. Beeson, in your previous cross-examination, after I had made 
some comments on the prosecution of the International Typographical 
Union, which I consider one of the great praiseworthy labor organi- 
zations of the country, I asked you several questions, including the 
following: “Did you generally approve the manner in which he 
| Robert Denham, who was once General Counsel of the Board] con- 
ducted the prosecution” of the Typographical Union, “or did you form 
any opinion about that?” You replied: 

I do not think that I have an opinion honestly on that. I am opposed to Mr. 
Randolph’s attitude. I felt he was rebelling against the act (the Taft-Hartley 
Act). And exactly what Mr. Denham said about it is not clear enough in my 
juind to have an opinion. 

[ now ask you whether you felt that Mr. Randolph was in rebellion 
against the Government or against this law simply because he and 
the members of his union had exercised their legal right to strike 
against some newspapers in Chicago, or in any other part of the 
country ? 

Mr. Brrson. Senator Neely, as I am sure you know, I did not 
consider a strike a rebellion, and I didn’t say that. 

Senator Neety. You did say that you felt that Mr. Randolph was 
rebelling against the Taft-Hartley Act. 

Mr. Breson. Sir, for ci using a strike; that is your question. You 
just asked me if I considered a strike a rebellion, and I suggest that if 
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that is not clear someone read that back, because I didn’t say that the 
strike is a rebellion. 

Senator Nreery. Did you say, as shown by the record, that you felt 
that Mr. Randolph was rebelling against the Taft-Hartley Act? 

Mr. Berson. What I said, sir, in answer to your statement, is that 
they had lost millions of dollars fighting what you felt was an unfair 
prosecution. 

Senator Nerty. To save themselves from destructive prosecution 
under the Taft-Hartley law. 

Mr. Berson. I merely said, sir, that the law was interpreted in a 
way by the Board and the courts. Mr. Randolph had the right if he 
wished to go to the courts and fight that, and that he was not in rebel- 
lion against the Board, and he was not fighting the Board; but he was 
a rebel against the law. 

Now, that is perfectly all right for him to be. If he wishes to take 
his money and fight that, he may. 

Senator Nrery. Mr. Beeson, if you mean what you have just said 
and are consistent, you must believe that anyone who strikes is a rebel. 

Mr. Berson. He is simply trying to prove that his contention under 
the law is right, and he has every “right, of course, to do that. If he 
has a strike, he has the right to do that. But then the Board and the 
court has to interpret the law as they see it. 

Now, other unions, I said there also, accepted it. 

Senator Neecy. Let us confine ourselves to the union to which your 
observation concerning rebellion referred. 

Mr. Berson. The record speaks for itself, s 

Senator Neery. If you did not mean that Mr. R: andolph had become 
a rebel by striking, or by opposing the enforcement of the Taft- 
Hartley Act in the lawful method he adopted, please state what par- 
ticular conduct on his part made him, in your opinion, guilty of 
rebellion. 

Mr. Berson. I said he was objecting to the law and not to the 
Board. 

Senator Neety. You said: “I felt he was rebelling against the act.” 

Do you think that everyone who strikes becomes a rebel ? 

Mr. Beeson. The strike wasn’t mentioned, sir- You are mentioning 
it now. 

The Cuaiman. Mr. Beeson, this is on page 23, and I am afraid 
that you are not quite clear as to the question Senator Neely is asking 
you. That is where the e xpression is used. 

Senator Neety. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Beeson ought to understand 
that I am simply endeavoring to ascertain whether he considers all 
striking workers rebels such as he thought Mr. Randolph to be. There 
certainly has been no testimony that ‘Mr. Randolph ever committed 
any offense, unless striking or ‘appealing to the law of the land for 
protection be an offense. 

Mr. Berson. Led on, sir, by your questions, I answered that I didn’t 
know the facts of this case, and I wasn’t on the Board and I didn’t 
have the facts that the Board members had or the court had. 

My feeling was Mr. Randolph had every right. Now maybe the 
use of a word “rebel” was a very poor choice. All I am saying is 
he had every legal right to object as far as the law would allow him. 


The question of striking wasn’t brought in. 
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Senator Neety. You must have known that a strike was the founda- 
tion of my cross-examination in a matter highly important to you. 
You were seeking an appointment that would pay you $15,000 a year. 
You were willing to give up a $16,000 a year s salary and "lose $7,200 
under a pension pk: in if you did not go back where you came from, in 
order to obtain membership on the National Labor Relations Board. 

If, in these circumstances, you brand a prominent, reputable, law- 
abiding labor leader as a rebel for no reason except that he participated 
in a strike and endeavored to justify it in the manner provided by the 
law of the land, I fear the fate of any striker who might be at your 
mercy if you were a member of the Labor Board. 

How could we expect you to do less than brand all strikers as rebels 
and punish them in accordance with the belief that the brand was 
deserved ? 

Senator Purret.. I wonder if Senator Neely would yield to me for 
amoment. Since this isa public hearing, and since many of the people 
in the room perhaps are interested in this, and there was a public 
hearing requested, it would seem to me that it would be pertinent to 
this if the record from page 22 to the middle of page 23 might be 
read so that we would know exactly what we are ie about ? 

Senator Nrevy. Mr. Chairman, I gladly concur in the suggestion 
of my highly esteemed and dearly beloved friend, Senator Purtell. 

Senator Purre.y. I will be glad to read it. 

The Cuamman. You read the part that you have in mind. 


Senator Purrett. Senator Neely was questioning Mr. Beeson and 
he said: 


Mr. Beeson, are you familiar particularly with the prosecution of the typo- 
graphical union in Chicago, or in Illinois? 

Mr. Brreson. Am I familiar, you say? 

Senator Neery. Yes. 

Mr. Berson. Only as I read it in the papers, sir. I have had no dealings with 
the printing unions. 

Senator Nerety. Are you well informed about the official record of Robert 
Denham, while he was chief counsel for the Board? 

Mr. Berson. I would not say well informed; no, sir. I am familiar with it. 
I know Mr. Denham. 

Senator Nee.y. Are you familiar with the part he took in the prosecution of 
that typographical union? 

Mr. Beeson. But vaguely. 

Senator Nee_y. Did you approve, generally speaking, of the manner in which 
he conducted the prosecution, or did you form any opinion about it? 

Mr. Beeson. I do not think that I have an opinion, honestly, on that. I was 
opposed to Mr. Randolph’s attitude. I felt he was rebelling against the act and 
exactly what Mr. Denham did about it is not clear enough in my mind to have 
an opinion. 

Senator NreeLy. You still feel that the prosecution, generally speaking, of the 
typographical union, under the Taft-Hartley Act, has been proper? 

Mr. Beeson. Generally speaking; yes. 

Senator Neety. You would not feel, if you were a member of the Board, in 
relenting in the prosecution that has been going on and making any change in 
the attitude of the Board under Taft-Hartley toward the typographical union? 

Mr. Berson. I would not have an idea of going on a board and attempting to 
either continue something that someone else has thought, or to change it, sir. 

I would do my honest best to interpret the act as nearly as I can understand it. 
I might agree with some previous decisions and I might not, and I certainly 
cannot prejudge cases coming up. 


Senator Nrery. Is that all, Senator Purtell ? 
Senator Purrett. Thank you very much for yielding to me. 
Senator Neety. You are as welcome as the flowers in May. 
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Now, Mr. Beeson, if you will answer one question satisfactorily 
I shall be through. 

What specific offense, if any, did Mr. Randolph commit that caused 
you to think he was a rebel? 

Mr. Berson. Senator Neely, I don’t want to be a difficult and ob- 
stinate witness, and I am sorry if you think I am. I have given you 
an opinion which you more or less dragged out of me on something 
that I admitted I did not have the facts on. I do not have the facts 
that the Board had before them, or the courts. This is an opinion that 
any man on the street might have. 

Senator Neety. Mr. Beeson, I am not now inquiring about the 
merits of the case. You testified that you felt Mr. Randolph was a 
rebel against the Taft-Hartley Act. Please specify at least one act 
of rebellion that generated or helped to generate that feeling or caused 
you to entertain that belief. 

Mr. Berson. My impression was, sir, that he said “I don’t like the 
law, and I don’t agree with it, and you will accept my method of doing 
business or else.” 

Senator Nee.y. Mr. Randolph certainly said that he did not like the 
Taft-Hartley law. Every other great labor leader in the land has 
again and again similarly declared himself. But there is not a word 
of evidence in the record before us that Mr. Randolph ever said or 
intimated that “you will accept my method of doing business or else.” 
If you think that an expression of dislike for the “Taft: Hartley law 
makes Mr. Randolph a rebel, in your opinion, would not consistency 
require you to put your rebel brand on all the other outstanding labor 
leaders of this country ? 

Mr. Beeson. I wish that I had said “challenger” instead of rebel, 
but that is what I mean. 

Senator Nrety. You are evading my question. Will you not answer 
yes or no and then make your explanation’ ? 

Mr. Berson. I don’t think they would be rebels if they said that. 

Senator Neery. Then why did you think Mr. Randolph was one? 

Mr. Breson. Sir, without getting into the details of the case, which 

don’t feel qualified to do, without more information, I can only 
say that I used that word because I felt that he was challenging the 
law and not the Board. 

Senator Neery. Do you think that in your destitution of informa- 
tion about this matter which you have indicated that, by any stretch 
of the imagination, you could be justified in branding Mr. Randolph 
as a rebel for h: aving done precisely what the law permitted him 
to do? 

Mr. Berson. I think that he challenged the law in a way that was 
much different from other unions who also felt that wasn’t right. 

Senator Nrety. Please explain or specify the differentiation. 

Mr. Berson. I knew of no other case in which a union said “These 
are our rules, and this is our contract, and we will just post it on the 
wall, and we won’t write a contract, and we won't sign it.” That 
was my understanding of it. 

If a company came, not before the Board, but simply said to a union, 
“We don’t believe in the Taft-Hartley Act, or the Wagner Act, we 
won't sign a contract, we won’t negotiate,” if they said that, I would 
say they were rebelling against the law rather than against the Board 
and they didn’t believe in the law. 
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Now, they have that right if they wish. 

Senator Neery. In your opinion any labor leader who frankly says 
that he does not like the Taft-Hartley law and strikes against its 
destruction of his union becomes a rebel ? 

Mr. Breson. Many of them, sir, go along with the law and take 
a peaceful method. 

Senator Neevy. That is not my question. 

Mr. Berson. I don’t believe anyone who doesn’t like the law is a 
rebel 

Senator Neety. You have no other explanation to make of your 
feeling that Mr. Randolph was a rebel? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. 

Senator NeeLty. Do you not brand Mr. Randolph as being a rebel 
above all other labor leaders because he and his union spent over 
S25 million to prevent the union’s destruction by prosecutions under 
the Taft-Hartley law? 

Mr. Berson. I merely say that he had the right to spend that money 
to challenge the law. 

Senator Neery. But you think that the exercise of that right made 
him a rebel ? 

Mr. Berson. Meaning by the word “rebel” that I used, he challenged 
the law instead of the board; yes, sir. 

Senator Neety. That is all. 

The Cuarmman. Senator Goldwater ? 

Senator Gotpwater. Mr. Beeson, to close up the colloquy that has 
just gone on, Senator Purtell read you from pages 22 and 23 the cross- 
examination of Senator Neely. 

Have you yet heard the word “strike” used in either the original 
question or as reread by Senator Purtell ? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. 

Senator Gotpwater. Now I would like to set the record correct. 
During the interrogation by Senator Murray, some inference might 
have been left that it would be possible for your company, the com- 
pany that you have just severed counections with, to pay you or to pay 
into the pension fund after a 6-month period. 

If Lam not mistaken, this pension fund of that company is no dif- 
ferent than many of us operate, and the Treasury Department covers 
that by law. 

Mr. Brrson. That is true. 

Senator Gotpwarrer. No company can break that law, and the agree- 
ments have to be made before the plan can be started and it is not 
up to the whim or will of the company involved. 

Now, Mr. Beeson, as you have been sitting here you might have 
gained the inference that someone was questioning your honesty. I 
know that I speak for the majority and we expressed our opinion of 
your honesty. 

To put your mind at ease I would like to read from page 7 of the 
minority report: “The members of the minority wish to emphasize 
that we do not question Mr. Beeson’s candor, honesty, or integrity,” 
and the signatures of the minority are there. 

I just wanted you to be able to sleep well. 

Mr. Berson. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Gotpwarer. That is all of the questions I have 
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Senator Nerety. Mr. Chairman, I think that it ought to be stated 
that that report was written and signed before these 1}: ast messages had 
been read into the record and before this member of the minor ity ever 
saw or heard of the editor’s message which flatly contradicted im- 
portant testimony that Mr. Beeson had given. Had I known at the 
time I joined in the minority report what I have since learned, I 
would have refused to concur in what Senator Goldwater just read. 

The CuarrMan. I am sure the Senator is willing to reserve his 
Judgment on that until he hears from Mr. Peyton, because there are 
two sides to what that conversation was. 

Senator GotpwaTer. I may be incorrect and if I am I want to be 
corrected, that it is my opinion that this minority report was sub- 
mitted yesterday, and it is also my opinion that Friday night a press 
release went out containing the accusations, pointing out that on page 
25, not by word but calling attention to the remarks on page 25, the 
colloquy between Senator Lehman and Mr. Beeson. 

While the distinguished Senator from West Virginia might not 
have been aware of what was said, his signature nevertheless appears 
on this report that was submitted yesterday. 

Senator Nreety. That report was signed Friday afternoon. 

Senator Gotpwarter. This was signed Friday. 

Senator Nree.y. Yes, and at that time I certainly did not know 
that Mr. Beeson was going to admit that the statement he made about 
Wes Peyton’s apology was not true. If I had known that I certainly 
would not have signed the report in its present form. 

The Cuarrman, Is that all? 

Senator Gotpwater. I am through for the time being. 

The CuarrMan. Senator Douglas, I think that you are next. 

Senator Doveras. All I can say is that this hurts us as much as 
it does you. We do not like this ourselves, I assure you. 

Mr. Beeson, have you talked with the Republican members of the 
committee since January 29? 

Mr. Berson. Since when? 

Senator Doue.as. Since January 29, since last Friday, have you 
had a conference with Republican members of this committee ? 

Mr. Berson. I have talked to several of them, sir. 

Senator Doveias. Which members have you talked with? 

The CHatrMAN. Certainly you have talked to me, because I asked 
you to when this message came out. 

Mr. Beeson. I talked with Mr. Smith. I have talked with Mr. 
Purtell in the hall one day, and I have talked with Mr. Smith and Mr. 
Goldwater, and Mr. Upton in a group. 

Senator Doveias. A group of three? 

Mr. Besson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Doveras. When was this? 

Mr. Bergson. Saturday morning. 

Senator DoveLas. Where was it? 

Mr. Beeson. In a room in the Capitol, sir, where I don’t know. 

Senator Doveias. Did you mention to them any relevant facts that 
you have not brought out at this hearing? 

Mr. Burson. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

Senator Dove.as. That is everything that you have said to them is 
a matter that you have brought out here? 

Mr. Berson. Exactly, sir. 
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Senator Dovenas. And so there is no hidden statement? 

Mr. Beeson. That is true. 

Senator Doveias. Have you talked with Mr. Ridder? 

Mr. Berson. I talked to Mr. Walter Ridder, the cousin of Mr. Joe 
Ridder, the publisher of our San Jose paper. 

Senator Dovetss. Have you talked with Mr. Peyton? 

Mr. Besson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Doverias. What explanation did you make of your state- 
ment that Mr. Peyton had apologized to you? 

Mr. Breson. Exactly what I have put in the record, sir, and with 

little more detail that merely before the meeting, when we had 
meeting, he expressed himself as being sorry, which I interpreted as 
an apology; but which I am perfectly willing to say isn’t a formal 
apology, for the first article. 

Senator Dovetas. What was that first article? 

Mr. Beeson. That first article, sir, is the one that I found when 
1 went back to San Jose in which I was quoted as saying, first, that 
I was expecting an appointment from the President; and secondly, 
that Mr. Nixon was supporting me. 

I was very much embarrassed as you $y haps can understand be- 
cause I hadn’t said that, and I knew Mr. Nixon wasn’t even in the 
country at the time this had been disc ussed, and it would be pre- 
sumptious for me to make an announcement. 

Mr. Peyton said he was sorry, he didn’t know how that happened, 
that he would be glad to produce the wire that he sent that night, 
the night of the 4th, and that he had not said that. 

We don’t know yet who said it or who got it in the paper. That is 
what we were discussing, and I took his expl: ination and I believed it 
perfectly when he said he was sorry. 

That is the whole matter. 

Senator Doveras. And you thought then that he was apologizing 
for the statement that “I expect at this time that I shall return to my 
duties with Food & Machinery upon completion of this period?” 

Mr. Brrson. I thought that was perhaps in that article. I was 
talking about this whole article and I didn’t know at that time about 
an article on the 8th. Senator Lehman had mentioned an article on 
the 7th. 

Senator Doveras. The article Senator Lehman quoted did not refer 
to Vice President Nixon having obtained the appointment for you. 
It merely referred to “I expect to return to my duties at Food & 
Machinery upon the completion of this period.” 

Mr. Berson. That is right, the only article, Senator Douglas, that 
[ was familiar with, was the one I think is dated the 6th, and I had 
it confused with Senator Lehman’s comment, and I knew I had made 
no quotation previous to that. I hadn’t even said it, except to Mr. 
Peyton on the telephone. I discussed it with Mr. Peyton on the tele- 
phone the night of the 4th. 

Now, this reporter in San Jose who came to see me the afternoon 
of the 7th, after Mr. Willis had called me, subsequently reported what 
I probably said to him, just as Senator Lehman read it to me, and in 
that confusion I denied it, which I have corrected for the record. 

The CHarrman. I would like to make a statement to correct your 
misgivings, if I may. This matter was brought to my attention late 
on Friday, the 29th of January, through the press. I got the release 
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that Senator Murray had sent out with his questions to the paper 
und the paper’s reply. 

I immediately got in touch with Mr. James and asked Mr. James 
where Mr. Beeson was. He said Mr. Beeson could not be located in 
Washington. We got in touch with Mr. Beeson in Pennsylvania at 
the place where he had gone. 

We called him and told him of this and asked if he could not come 
back and see me on Saturday morning. He very kindly said he would. 

We met in an office I have in the ( Capitol here. First I met with 
Mr. Beeson about 9:30, I think it was, and Mr. James was there. 
We located Mr. Peyton and we called him and we found out Mr. 
Ridder who represents the paper here was in town, and we called him. 

After I had gone that far I said “Well, I do not want to deal with 
this thing alone, I want to get my colleagues.” The first man I called 
was Senator Cooper. He came in finally for a little bit. Then the 
others came in as Mr. Beeson has mentioned. 

The question I wanted to put up was whether this raised sufficient 
of an issue that we should have this meeting. That is the only thing 
we decided on Saturday; whether or not we should have this meeting, 
und he decided there was enough doubt and confusion in people’s 
minds. 

Mr. Beeson asked for this meeting; Senator Purtell and Senator 
Ives were not here and we did reach the others and they agreed with 
me that I should call this meeting for today in order that we could 
clarify this record from the facts as we had them from the paper 
and from Mr. Beeson. 

There was no sinister purpose, Senator Douglas, at all. It was just 
an attempt to see whether we would have this meeting. That was 
the reason we called the meeting. Is my explanation clear? 

You were implying that there was something going on that did not 
seem right, but I want to make it perfectly clear. 

Senator Doveras. The chairman is reading implications in my mind 
that certainly I did not express, and which I certainly would not cher- 
ish in so honorable a man as our chairman. I am merely inquiring 
about this and I think that that is a perfectly proper question. In 
the interest of getting all the facts before us, I wanted Mr. Beeson 
to say whether he had any reservations about this conversation with 
you, and whether he had made revelations to you and his other friends 
in court which he had not made to the committee as a whole. 

The Cuarrman. I hope I have made the facts clear because that is 
exactly what happened. 

Senator Purret.. I would like to make it clear that while I was 
not at that meeting, whatever meeting was held, it was not that I 
would not be there. It was just that I was not available, and so I was 
not at this meeting. You mentioned about meeting me. Did you meet 
me by prearrangement in the hall? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. 

Senator Purreti. How long did we talk? 

Mr. Berson. Fifteen seconds, or 5 seconds, or something like that. 

Senator Purreti. We just passed the time of day and you went 
your way and I went along with my burden of cares the other way. 

Mr. Berson. Yes. 

Senator Doveias. Let me say that the Senator from Connecticut 
would grace any group of which he was a member. 














116 NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 

Senator Purret.. I appreciate very much your feelings and I hope 
you express that when you refer to the majority group over here at t 
end of these hearings. 

The Cuarrman. I think Senator Cooper is next. 

Senator Coorrer. I would like to say without derrogation of the 
action of my colleagues that I have never talked to Mr. Beeson since 
this hearing began except when shaking hands with him. I say that 
with the confidence that the purpose of the chairman was to try to 
get at the bottom of the facts presented to the press by Senator Murray. 

I would like to ask you, is the pension revocable at all by the 
company ? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. 

Senator Coorrr. Did you say that if you returned within 6 months 
that the company would then make contributions to the fund 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cooper. If you do not return in 6 months, is that possibility 
ended ? 

Mr. Berson. I testified that I believe it is, but Iam not sure. There 
may be a possibility of renewing a second 6 months’ leave of absence, 
and [am not sure. It has never come up and I don’t know about it. 

Senator Coorer. Do you intend to return in 6 months? 

Mr. Berson. If I receive this appointment, sir, I obviously cannot 
return in 6 months. 

Senator Cooper. Assuming that you were appointed, would you 
return in 6 months under any circumstances ? 

Mr. Berson. Following the end of the appointment, sir? 

Senator Coorrr. No, the first 6 months. If you decided not to con- 
tinue the job, and if you should quit, or become sick, or for any reason, 
could you go back? 

Mr. Berson. I have no plan or no expectation, no, sir. 

Senator Coorer. Would the fact that the company said that it 
vould reemploy you or be glad to reemploy you have any effect at all 
upon any decision that you might make as a Board member? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir, and in the first place I would disqualify myself 
in any case which had to do with that company, and it would not have 
any effect on any other decision. 

Senator Coorrr. I think that you have raised a point that has not 
been discussed—and that if there should be a case affecting the com- 
pany itself, you say that you would disqualify yourself. 

Mr. Bresson. I would disqualify myself, yes, sir. 

Senator Coorer. The issue would seem to be whether or not your 
management association is in itself a disqualification. Now, have you 
concealed anything, or reserved any information at all from this 
committee, other than you have put in the record ? 

Mr. Berson. Nothing to my knowledge, sir. 

Senator Cooper. Do you feel any obligation to return to this com- 
pany ¢ 

Mr. Brrson. No, sir. 

Senator Coorrr. Do you think that the fact that it might be reason- 
able to assume that you would return if not in actuality, would yet 
in appearance make it difficult for you to be a Board member? 

Mr. Berson. I do not think so, sir. I would never have accepted 
this if I thought that. 
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Senator Coorrr. I want to read this statement that Senator Leh- 
man quoted on page 25: 

The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect at 
this time that I shall return to my duties with Food Machinery upon completion 
of this period if it is granted me through Senate approval. 

On the same page you say : 


In the first place, I would like to correct something, sir. The reporter who is 
quoted as having sent that, Wes Peyton, is in this city. I did not say that. 

Did you ever make that statement ? 

Mr. Brerson. Did I ever make the statement that you just quoted, 
sir? 

Senator Cooper. Yes. 

Mr. Berson. As I have testified I apparently made it. I have never 
seen it in the press except when Senator Malone quoted it. I talked 
with a reporter and it was not Wes Peyton, on the date of January 7, 
and apparently it was printed on January 8. I doubt if I said it just 
that way, because I don’t think that the “completion of a period” 
makes very much sense, but nevertheless that is the spirit of it. I 
apparently did say that. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Beeson, the reporter you spoke to was in Cali- 
fornia and Mr. Peyton was here, is that correct? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir; but remember I had been both places, and I 
had been here on the 4th, and when I got back on the 6th, I read the 
article that I thought mistakenly Mr. Payton, the Washington re- 
porter, had written. On the 7th, I saw the other reporter and talked 
with him. On the 8th it appears that an article was printed which 
quotes this statement that Senator Lehman had read me. That is 
the one we referred to. 

Senator Coorrer. This is the question I want to ask you. You have 
said today that you had no plan, that your mind is not made up as 
to whether or not you will return to this company. The only impli- 
cation of the quotation would be at the time you made it, if you did 
make it, that you did intend to return. 

Now, did you, whether in those words or some other words make 
such a statement, or did you intend to state that you intended then to 
return to this company upon completion of your work here ? 

Mr. Brrson, I said I hoped to go back to California, that is what 
T was saying, and I had no other plans, and that is the company I 
knew and I had no obligation or agreement with them. I said to this 
reporter that I hoped to return. I was not going to tell a reporter 
that perhaps something would come up that was more advantageous 
tomy family. I merely answered the question that way. 

Senator Coorrr. Do you remember talking to Wes Payton or some 
reporter for the Mercury ? : 

Mr. Berson. I have testified that I did. 

Senator Coorrr. Well, in any words at all, did you tell him or any 
reporter for the Mercury that you intended at the close of your term 
here to return to work for the company ¢ 

Mr. Berson. Sir, I have testified that I did apparently tell this 
reporter on this Wednesday, the 7th, something to this effect, after 
the White House had made that announcement. I haven’t denied 
that. But I did deny it on this first examination by Senator Lehman, 
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and that is why I asked to correct the record. I became confused, 
and I am sorry. 

Senator Coorrer. I am not questioning that. I am trying to find 
out if there is any contradiction in your statement of today that you 
have no intentions or plans about returning to the company, and a 
statement that you bist some time that you ‘did intend to pee 

Mr. Berson. Sir, I suggest I did not say I intended: I said I ex- 
pected, or hoped. I haven’t changed that, and I do not ania that 
I won’t return, but I have no agreement, implied, written, or oral, 
that I will return. Mr. Davis said I am a free agent, and I am not 
sure he will want me to return after all of this, in spite of what he 
says. I am not sure that I could possibly return, but I have no 
promise that I won’t, and I haven’t any promise that I will. 

Senator Cooper. Has there been any change in your mind about it 
at any time since you resigned from the company ¢ 

Mr. Berson. There has not been anything fixed. It is a flexible, 
fluid situation. Currently I have no job, and I am on no payroll. If 
1 get the appointment, at the end of that period we will have to see 
what happens. 

Senator Coorer. That is all I wanted to ask now. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Douglas has another question. 

Senator Dovc.as. There are just two questions I want to ask to 
clear up something. The first is, were you in Washington on 
January 4? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dovetas. And you went back to San Jose when ? 

Mr. Berson. On the 6th. 

Senator Doveras. It was on the 6th that the article appeared that 
Vice President Nixon obtained the appointment for you? 

Mr. Berson. To the best of my knowledge that is the date of the 
article. 

Senator Douetas. And on the 7th, you had this interview with the 
San Jose reporter ? 

Mr. Berson. Following the call from Mr. Willis. 

Senator Doveras. Which appeared on the 8th? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Doveias. When did you leave San Jose again to come to 
Washington / 

Mr. Berson. On Sunday, the 17th. 

Senator Doveras. But you did not see the San Jose paper the 
morning of the 8th which contained this interview ? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir, Mrs. Beeson and I flew up to the redwood 
country, Scotia, Calif., about noon of the 8th and I have yet to see 
that article, sir. We came back on Sunday. 

Senator Dovenas. You came back on Sunday, and you did not see 
the article? 

Mr. Brerson. Sir, there were many articles being printed, and I 
did not see them all, and I have not yet seen that article to my 
knowledge. 

Senator Doveras. In the article in the San Jose paper, on Thursday, 
January 28, a photostatiec copy of which I hold before me, there is 
a paragraph, as follows: 

On the afternoon of January 7, while Beeson was in his offices here, just 
following his notification that President Eisenhower had nominated him to the 
post, he was asked for a direct quotation regarding the nomination. 
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Then appears this statement by the reporter, “He carefully dictated 
the following statement”, and then there is a paragraph, which is the 
one quoted by Senator Lehman which appeared in the issue of the 
8th. It is the one which has been repeated many times. 

I am not trying to be contentious, because there are different shades 
of meaning, but “the San Jose reporter says that you carefully dic- 

tated the statement, that you expected at that time to return to your 

duties with the Food Machinery and Chemic al Corp. That is, it was 
not merely a misinterpretation of you by the San Jose reporter. The 
reporter, Mr. Bowman, here says it was a carefully dictated state- 
ment. Did you dictate that statement ! 

Mr. Berson. I spoke to him, sir, and I did not hand him anything 
in writing, and I did not see what he wrote, and if he says I carefully 
dictated it, as against what I said, I don’t know how to answer that. 
I talked with him. 

Senator Doveias. That is all. 

The CuHatrman. Senator Lehman. 

Senator Leuman. Mr. Chairman, yesterday on the floor of the 
Senate we discussed the question of having this hearing, and the 
character of the hearing. I made the statement that I was not inter- 
ested exclusively in the question of the veracity of the applicant. I 
was interested in a far deeper implication of whether Mr. Beeson was 
qualified, because of various circumstances 

The Cuarrman. Can you speak a little louder ? 

Senator Lenman. To serve as a member of this Board. I feel very 
strongly about that. My reason for concern in the first place with re- 
gard to Mr. Beeson’s nomination was because I know a tremendous 
importance of the National Labor Relations Board; it is a quasi- 
judicial board, and its decisions are far reaching shut can, in my 
opinion, make or break the position that has been sustained either by 
labor or by management. ‘Therefore, because I feel so strongly on 
that point, I obviously and naturally feel strongly that on that Board 
there should only be people who have no conflict of interest whatsoever. 

As has been pointed out before, in the entire history of the Board, 
although undoubtedly there have been some unfortunate appointees, 
particularly in the early thirties, there has been nobody appointed to 
the Board who represents labor or industry or whose almost exclusive 
experience has been in labor or in industry. 

Now, the importance of the Board has been testified to by Secretary 
Mitchell, the Secretary of Labor, in reply to questions addressed to 
him by my colleague, Senator Kennedy, and others, and by Walter 
Reuther and a number of other people, and I do not think that there is 
any doubt about it. 

I opposed the appointment of certain people of high character be- 
cause I felt that there was a conflict of interest, which I believe I said 
to you, Mr. Beeson, the other day. I opposed the nomination of Sec- 

retary Wilson and Secretary Stevens and others. Those men did 
divest themselves of their personal interest, but I doubt very much 
whether Secretary Wilson would hove ever been confirmed, even 
though he was an appointee of our President, if he had not given 
indisputable proof that he was out completely of the General Motors 
Co. from every facet of his life. 
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Now, I have read your statement, and I do not think the dates which 
you enumerate here as to when a statement was made or when a news- 
paper article was published is of any great importance. I can see 
perfectly well that you could confuse the 6th with the 7th of January, 
or the 9th. What interests me is whether you made the statement, and 
I think that Senator Cooper has referred to that and implied the 
importance of that. It is a question involving your response to this 
question which I addressed to you as follows: 

The reason I ask that question, Mr. Beeson, is that it has been brought to my 
attention that on January 7 you were quoted in the San Jose Mercury as saying— 
and then I read your statement: 

The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect at this 
time that I shall return to my duties with Food, Machinery upon completion of 
this period if it is granted me through Senate approval. 

Then I go on to say that would indicate, at least unless there is an 
explanation, that you were still of the determination that you would 
continue your duties with this company. 

Now, I think that that is a greatly oe unt declaration that you 
are going to return to your company (as people suspected Sec ret: uy 
Wilson of returning to his company until he carefully denied it) and 
I am not trying to put words into your mouth. I can understand your 
desire to return to a company with which you have been connected. 
But I cannot agree that that is a sound basis on which to confirm a 
man for this important quasi-judicial position. 

Now, you have made that statement. 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator LenMan. There is no question about it, and you do not deny 
it in this written statement of yours. 

Mr. Berson. That is right. 

Senator Lenman. And that is one of the things that I, of course, 
ain very much concerned with, in the confirmation of your nomination. 

Now, there is another thing that just does not make very much 
sense tome. That is your statement here: 

While Mr. Farmer did mention the possibilities of such an appointment to 
me, it is my understanding that the actual recommendation was made by the 
Secretary of Labor, James P. Mitchell, who only later discussed the matter with 
Mr. Farmer. 

Now, in your testimony, before this committee last week, the follow- 
ing colloquy was heard: 

Senator LEHMAN. Did you discuss with Mr. Farmer the possibility of your 
appointment to the National Labor Relations Board prior to your appointment? 


Mr. Berson. Well, Mr. Farmer is the one who recommended me, sir, and 
gave my name to the President. 


Now, that, of course, is in complete contradiction with what you 
have testified to here. 

I cannot, aside from the fact of the contradictions that have occurred 
in this testimony, which must be taken into account by this commit- 
tee and I think should be taken into account by the Senate, help but 
believe there is a close connection which you have yourself testified 
to between Mr. Farmer and yourself. Mr. Farmer had been an em- 
ployee of your company for several years in connection with many 
appearances before the National Labor Relations Board. There is 
the further fact that you are his selection, and he was the man who 
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recommended you to the President, and obviously that should give 
this committee pause, 

Your paper out in San Jose makes it very clear that this is really 
not a severing of connection but is really a leave of absence, with the 
understanding that you are going to return to the company. I know 
there is probably no legal contract, no legal agreement entered into 
between you and the company, but I think there is a moral agreement 
and an understanding that exists. Here I quote again from the San 
Jose paper as follows: 

Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. President Paul L. Davies announced today 
that the position vacancy created by the appointment of FMC’s industrial rela- 
tions director, Albert C. Beeson, to the National Labor Relations Board in 
Washington, would be filled by Warren R. Philbrook. 

Mr. Philbrook is currently in charge of the industrial relations activities of 
FMC’s chemical divisions, New York City. His new assignment is effective 
February 1 and will continue until December 1954, coinciding with Mr. Beeson’s 
leave of absence from the corporation to fill an unexpired term on the National 
Labor Relations Board. During his absence from the FMC’s chemical divisions, 


Mr. Philbrook’s regular responsibilities will be assumed by his assistant, Mr. 
A. Pond. 


That seems to me to indicate clearly that this is really a leave of 
absence with the understanding that you are going to remain con- 
nected with the industry and the company, and that at the expiration 
of your term you are going to return. 

I do not know whether you realize it, Mr. Beeson, but I imagine 
you do, that a year of operation of this National Labor Relations 
Board during which it can hand down scores, if not hundreds, of 
decisions affecting the daily lives and welfare of labor and the interests 
of industry, can completely within a year reverse the entire trend of 
our labor solinies in this country, and can completely destroy the 
rights which are given to labor under the act. 

That is what concerns me, and I have not been satisfied. I am not 
going at this time to reflect on your character, as I have already said, 
although I think that your misstatements and contradictions are very 
unfortunate. I have said some very nice things about you, and I am 
not withdrawing them all, but I do say it is ‘unfortunate that these 
things occurred. 

Mr. Beeson, I addressed you the other day as a company man, and 
I think you are a company man. That does not reflect on your char- 
acter at all. When I was a banker I was a banker. That is all there 
isto it. If I had been a laboring man I would have been a laboring 
man, but if I had been a laboring man I would not have thought I was 
justified in sitting on this quasi- judic ial Board. 

I am not satisfied, and I hope you can satisfy me and this com- 
mittee, that when you sit on that Board you are really going to be 
able to divest yourself completely of your 19 or 20 years ‘of tr aining 
as a company man and do justice to questions that arise before you. 

I would not be frank with you if I did not say to you that right now 
I have grave doubts. 

Senator Murray. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt at this time. 
There are a number of members on this side of the committee who 
have engagements and have to leave. I wish to ask that the proceed- 
ings be carried over until tomorrow so that Mr. Woodruff Randolph 
and Mr. Goldberg might be able to testify. 
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The CHarrman. I want to hear from Mr. Wes Peyton and Mr. 
Ridder. They are here, and I do not want to ask them to come again 
if I can help it. I want to accommodate everybody. I do not want 
the issue to be raised that they were shut off. “Mr. Randolph is here, 
and I would like to hear him tonight; and I would like to hear Mr. 
Feller, representing Mr. Oliver. We have a telegram saying the CIO 
wants to be heard. 

I want to get the sentiment of the committee how best to handle it. 
Tomorrow we have our Taft-Hartley hearings. The only available 
moment is at 9 o’clock. 

Senator Murray. Several of us are compelled to leave at this time, 
Mr. Chairman. I will have to leave, because I have a previous engage- 
ment. I did not think these proceedings would go later than 5 o’clock. 
It seems to me that we could carry them over until tomorrow. Here- 
tofore, this committee has been very liberal in granting time for hear- 
ings so that everybody desiring to be heard could be heard. We have 
alw ays cooper ated with the majority. 

The Cuarrman. I am not ees ick of cooperation. We have 
our Taft-Hartley hearings again at 9:30 tomorrow morning and we 
are behind schedule. Do you want it tomorrow afternoon / 

Senator Murray. Yes. 

The CHarrman. What time? 

Senator Murray. At 2 o’clock or 2: 30. 

Senator Gotpwarer. Mr. Chairman, might I raise a question? It 
is my impression that this meeting this afternoon was called at the 
insistence of Mr. Beeson to enable Mr. Beeson to answer some charges 
that were placed against him. I cannot see what is to be accom- 
plished by opening these meetings when the nomination is on the 
floor. It is out of our hands. I think that at this point possibly we 
should consider debating this on the floor. If we open this up for 
hearings, both sides of the question are going to come in here and 
want to prolong these hearings day after day after day. I cannot 
understand the official connection it could have, inasmuch as his nomi- 
nation is now out of this committee. 

The Cuatrman. I cannot understand it, either, Mr. Goldwater, but 
I am going to say right now the charge is going to be made against me 
that I steamrollered these hearings. If anybody wants to appear in 
the next 2 or 3 weeks, they are going to appear, and we are going to 
hear everybody who wants to attack Mr. Beeson. We have to take 
that position. I regret to do it, but I think we have to do it. 

I will leave it up to the committee. I want to get the expression of 
every member of the committee. 

Senator Purreny. I think in fairness to many of us who have other 
committee hearings tomorrow, we should proceed now. We are faced 
with the need for trying to get through our health hearings, which 
will take a long while, and our railroad hearings. 

The Cuarrman. I have Foreign Relations hearings myself. 

Senator Purreti. Foreign Relations hearings. ‘After all, we do 
have much to do. This committee has voted on this appointment. 
It is before the Senate. It would seem to me, Mr. Chairman, that 
perhaps you ought to give a little thought to whether or not it is fair 
to other members of this committee who perhaps cannot be here to- 
morrow but who are here today ready to see this thing through insofar 
as the purpose for which the hearing was called, which was to have 
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Mr. Beeson come before the committee as he requested and to present 
his evidence. 

Senator Gotpwater. Might I add one thing, Mr. Chairman. If 
there were any indication that the opposition would introduce new evi- 
dence, I would be the first one to agree that we should prolong it, but 
we have sat here now all afternoon and the same charges have been 
hashed over and hashed over. I think Senator Neely’s point was the 
only new point taken in. 

I do not know what more can be added on that. We have had tele- 
grams from the CIO, from all over the United States. I do not recall 
any A. F. of L. telegrams having come in, however. What can be 
accomplished other than a parade of people in here who will try to 
castigate this man who is dicing his services to the country ¢ 

I plead with you, Mr. Chairman, that this thing was voted out of 
the committee last week, and it is not within our province to debate 
a matter here that should be debated on the floor of the Senate. 

Senator Murray. Mr. Chairman, we are not asking for any crusade 
or parade. All we are asking for is two witnesses. It will not take 
very long. 

The Carman. As long as there are two, Senator Murray, then we 
would be discriminating if we did not give everybody a chance. I 
think Senator Kennedy certainly i is entitled to question the witness, 
and I think Senator Upton is. 

We will continue the hearings until at least 6:30. Who is the next 
questioner? Anybody who wishes to go can go, of course. We have 
to make the record, so we will continue. 

Senator Upton, have you any questions? 

Senator Upron. Mr. Beeson, when was your first trip to Wash- 
ington ? 

Mr. Berson. My most recent trip to Washington before this one 
was—lI got here 

Senator Upron. I am referring to your appointment. 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. Mr. Adams called me the Wednesday be- 
fore New Year’s and asked me if I could be at the White House the 
next morning, which would have been New Year’s Eve, and upon 
pointing out to him that it was hard to get transportation, he made 
it for the following Monday, which I believe was January 4. 

So I came here, sir, at 2 o’clock Monday morning on January 4; 
and at 8:30 [ was at the White House. 

Senator Urron. When did you talk with Mr. Peyton? 

Mr. Beeson. Mr. Peyton called me that night and asked me if I 
would make a statement, and I said no, that I couldn’t, for the rea- 
sons I have previously mentioned. Mr. Peyton said that his pub- 
lisher had been after him because the Wall Street Journal had scooped 
him and had stated in that morning’s paper that I was to receive this 
appointment. That is when I talked with him. 

Senator Urron. Did you have some talk with Mr. Peyton on Janu- 
ary 4% 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir, that night on the telephone. 

Senator Upron. When did this interview appear in the San Jose 
Mercury ? 

Mr. Berson. The first one, sir, that I objected to? I went to New 
York on Tuesday. I flew to California on Wednesday. I was met 
at the airport. The man who met me said, “I have some papers for 
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you,” and he handed me this paper, and I believe it was that eve- 
ning’s paper, of the 6th, which had this embarrassing quotation in 
it which I incorrectly ascribed to Mr. Peyton. 

Senator Urron. What was this story ¢ 

Mr. Breson. The part I read that made me so upset was an incor- 
rect quotation from me in which I had stated that I was being sup- 
ported by Mr. Nixon, for one thing; and secondly, that I had been 
at the White House and expected hourly, or some such words, to re- 
ceive an appointment from the President. 

I was very much embarrassed about it. I assumed that this other 
statement appeared somewhere in it, but I don’t know. 

Senator Upron. When was the appointment made or announced ? 

Mr. Berson. Mr. Willis called me on Wednesday, the 7th. It would 
be about 3 o’clock or 2:30, or something of that nature, our time, 
Pacific coast time. He said that the White House had decided to re- 
lease the announcement, and that I probably would hear from some 
reporters, and that I could feel free to tell them that it was a fact. 

Senator Urron. When did you next talk to any reporter connected 
with this matter / 

Mr. Berson. About an hour from then, a reporter called and asked 
if he could come over and take a picture. I told him I thought they 
had had enough, and enough in the paper, but all right, to come over. 
He at that time asked me, as I have testified, as to the term of the 
appointment, and I answered him. 

Senator Upron. When did you come to Washington ? 

Mr. Berson. We got here the night of Monday, the 18th late in 
the afternoon of Monday the 18th. 

Senator Urron. When did you have that talk with Mr. Peyton? 

Mr. Berson. The next talk I had with Mr. Peyton I believe was 
the morning of the hearing in which Senator Lehman asked me the 
question. Just before that hearing I met Mr. Peyton, and I said, 
“Wes, how did that happen?” 

He said, “Well, I don’t know. Iamsorry. I didn’t send the wire.” 

I told him about this embarrassing quotation. 

Senator Urron. To what did you refer in your talk with Mr. 
Peyton? 

Mr. Berson. I was referring to the emarrassing quotation which I 
think was on the 6th, including the premature announcement of the 
appointment and the embarrassing claim that I was supported by 
Mr. Nixon. 

Senator Urron. When you told Mr. Peyton about this, did he have 
any explanation ? 

Mr. Brrson. He said, “I am sorry, I don’t understand what hap- 
pened, but I would be willing to bring my wire or take an oath,” or 
something to that effect, “that: I didn’t send it that w ay. 

Senator Urron. Who was the person with whom you talked in San 
Jose? 

Mr. Brrson. Norm—I don’t remember his last name. 

Senator Dove as. Bowman ? 

Mr. Berson. Thank you, Senator. Norman Bowman. 


Senator Upron. When you were examined here by Senator Lehman, 


when there was a quotation read from the story, what story did you 
think Senator Lehman referred to at that time? 
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Mr. Berson. I thought he referred to the article that embarrassed 
me on the 6th. He said the 7th, but I confused them, apparently, and 
told him that I had just talked to the reporter a few minutes ago 
and the reporter, I incorrectly said, apologized. He said he was 
sorry. He didn’t apologize officially. 

Senator Upron. In answer to his question you referred to the talk 
you had just had with Wes Peyton? 

Mr. Berson. Yes. 

Senator Upron. It was clear in your mind at the time that Senator 
Lehman was referring in his question to the story in which reference 
was made to Senator Nixon ? 

Mr. Beeson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Upron. You did not have in mind this later interview 
which followed your appointment ? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir; because I had never seen that. 

Senator Upron. That is all. 

The Carman. It is now your turn. Do you want to ask another 
question, Senator Lehman ? 

Senator Lenman. I was not quite sure what the Senator said, but 
I want to make it very clear that I quoted exactly from the record. 
There is no question about that. I do not think Mr. Beeson would 
deny that. The questions I quoted were very definite and clear and 
accurate, 

The CHarrMan. Senator Kennedy ? 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Beeson, as you know, we have a constitu- 
tional responsibility to vote on your appointment, and therefore 
we have an obligation to go into these questions. 1 do not think there 
is any question of our meeting our responsibility. 

As reasonable men, do you think in view of your statements to the 
paper—I understand you do not de ny that you said you expected to 
go back—and in view of Mr. Davies’ statement in which he discussed 
Mr. Philbrook’s promotion to your position during your absence, can 
we have any other conclusion but that at least, without a written 
agreement and without perhaps an oral agreement, it is implied that 
you would return to the company ¢ What other conclusion could we 
draw ¢ 

Mr. Berson. Perhaps you ¢ an’t come to any other conclusion in your 
mind, sir, and I can’t say any more in any different ways than I have 
told you before. I might return to industry; I might work for a 
union. It has been asked me if I would consider it, and I said, of 
course, I would consider it. It is even conceivable that I might be 
offered 

Senator Dovatas. May I say, I certainly hope you do not work for 
UE, which I think is the union which made the offer. I most earnestly 
hope and pray that you do not do that, Mr. Beeson, and I am sure that 
you will not, as a good American. 

Mr. Beeson. I will bear that in mind, sir, if the opportunity arises. 

I might go into schoolteaching, which is something I have a 
done as a hobby and what I have intended to do some day. If I sa 
I expect to be a schoolteacher, perhaps you would say, “You c¢ ant 
possibly have an opinion other than a professor's opinion.” I think 
perhaps Ieould. Nevertheless, that could happen. 
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I don’t know what I am going to do. It doesn’t seem very con- 
ceivable right now, but I could even accept a reappointment, if 1 
receive this one, and stay on the Board for 5 years. 

Senator Kennepy. Do you expect todo that? 

Mr. Berson. I would be presumptious to say I expected to do that. 

Senator Kennepy. You do expect to go back to your company ¢ 

Mr. Berson. I have no plans. That would be the reasonable thing 
for any man who left a job, who had to take care of his family. 

Senator Kennepy. According to Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, 
“expect” means “To look for as due: to consider (one) in duty bound ; 
to wait for; to await; to look for (mentally) ; to look forward to; to 
look for with some confidence.” 

Therefore, unless you are incorrectly quoted, I do not see how you 
could expect us, as reasonable men, not knowing you personally and 
not knowing your thoughts, as you do not deny that you made that 
statement, not to assume that you will now expect, look forward to, 
await with some confidence, your return to the company. Can you 
tell us how we can come to any other conclusion ? 

Mr. Brrson. Aside from the fact that it wouldn’t be a crime to 
do | ees 

Senator Kennepy. I am not stating that it would be a crime. 

Mr. Berson. Aside from that, sir, using the very narrow interpre- 
tation, let’s say, of that word, perhaps that would be your conclusion. 
I hope very fervently that some day I will be able to live again in 
California. That I will repeat time after time, and perhaps some of 
you would share that hope. 

As far as working for that particular company is concerned, I 
haven’t any idea what is going to happen. 

Senator Kennepy. That is a change, though, from your earlier 
statement. 

Mr. Beeson. I said “at this time I expect”; but after being beaten 
around the ears with this examination, I am not sure what I expect. 

Senator Purreti,. Would Senator Kennedy object to my just saying 
that if you are talking about the word “expect,” if your going back to 
the job is not realize d any more than our expectation that these hear- 
ings would be over 2 or 3 days ago, you will never go over to that job. 
We expected these hearings to be finished. I am very much afraid 
that the word used in that sense would mean that you would never 
have your job again. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Beeson, on page 25 of the hearings, in reply 
to Senator Lehman’s question in which all this discussion came up 
about the apology of Wes Peyton, it is my understanding you state 
it was your understanding that Senator Lehman was referring to a 
quote in regard to a statement that appeared in the press that Mr. 
Nixon was supporting your candidacy, and that you did not under- 
stand that Senator Lehman was referring to the quote about your 
expecting to return back to the Food Machinery Co. Is that correct? 

Mr. Berson. I was referring to the article that contained the first 
statement, yes, sir, and whether this was in it or not, I didn’t know, but 
you see, sir, if I may—— 

Senator Kennepy. Excuse me. 

Mr. Berson. Please. 

The quotation was suggested as being of January 7. I knew that 
no quotation could have been made that evening or that morning, be- 
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cause my telephone call from Mr. Willis was too late. So I thought 
no more of anything subsequently. I never yet have seen the Jan- 
uary 8 quote. 

As I have explained, I misspoke. I did talk with Norm Bowman. 
I apparently did say something of this kind. Not looking up the 
word “expect” before I used it, I e: irelessly used it, no doubt. I sug- 
gest it is pretty difficult for a country boy to come before some trained 
Senators and never make a misstatement. I would hope that you 
would consider whether those statements are intended to mislead and 
deceive, or whether they are merely perhaps—I hate to say “careless,” 
but let’s say a statement that wasn’t intended to be narrowly construed. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Beeson, I do not want to keep looking this 
word up in an attempt to be technical or legal, but you are attempting 
to persuade us that the obvious reading of your statement that Mr. 
Davies’ statement is not the situation, but that now you do not have 
any obligation or agreement or implied agreement that y ou will return 
to the company. So we are not being technical. It is an attempt 
by you to change the record, not that I object to that, but it is a change 
in your situation, in your expectation today as opposed to when you 
made those statements 2 weeks ago when your nomination was first 
discussed. 

Is that a fair statement of the facts? You have changed your 
plans. 

Mr. Berson. I have no plans, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. Your plans are the same as they were when you 
made the statement ? 

Mr. Berson. I have no plans. I had no plans. I would be foolish 
to make plans under the circumstances. 

Senator Kennepy. In Senator Lehman’s questions he read the quo- 
tation to which we have been referring. I do not see how it is possible 
for you to understand that he was referring to Mr. Nixon, because 
he read the quotation to which he was referring i in the question. Mr. 
Lehman’s quotation was: 


The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect at 
this time that I shall return to my duties with Food Machinery upon completion 
of this period if it is granted me through Senate approval. 


Mr. Nixon’s name never came into Senator Lehman’s statement. I 
do not understand—perhaps you can clarify it—how you could assume 
that the story that Senator Lehman was referring to involved Mr. 
Nixon and did not involve your statement in regard to Food 
Machinery. 

The Cuairman. Senator Upton is trying to say something. 

Senator Upron. May we have the question and answer to which 
reference has been made so it all may be before us? 

Senator Kennepy. It is on page 25—or shall I read it? Do you 
have the record, Mr. Beeson ? 


Senator LEHMAN. The reason I asked that question, Mr. Beeson, is that it 
has been brought to my attention that on January 7 you were quoted in the San 
Jose Mercury as saying: 

“The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect 
at this time that I shall return to my duties with Food Machinery upon com- 
pletion of this period if it is granted me through Senate approval.” 

Now, that would indicate at least, unless there is some kind of an explana- 
tion, that you were still of the determination that you would continue your 
duties with this company. It seems to me that the fact that you said, “I am 
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going back to industry,” and the fact that you have no assurance, as you testi- 
fied, that this company will reemploy you—except possibly a moral assurance— 
would constitute pretty much or somewhat a conflict of interest. It is true 
this appointment is only for 1 year, but it would seem to me that a great many 
of the vital questions that affect the working of this law may be determined 
by the National Labor Relations Board within that year. 

Here while you publicly disassociate yourself with this company and sever 
your connections and employment with this company, nonetheless you expect 
to go back to it and want to go back to it. You have every reason to believe 
that you will go back to it. 


Mr. Berson. In the first place, I would like to correct something, sir. The 
reporter who is quoted as having said that, West Peyton, is in this city. I did 
not say that. He apologized Wednesday morning to me for having so interpreted 
it. I gotdack from San Jose that night from being here in Washington, having 
seen Mr. Eisenhower. I was almost sick to read that quote. I made no quote. 
I had not appointment, and it was not up to me to say such a thing. 

I do not understand how you could interpret Senator Lehman’s 
statement and your answer as having any relationship with anything 
but your statement about expecting to go back to the Food M: wchiner y 
Co. I do not see how it has any re ference to Mr. Nixon or the state- 
ment that Mr. Nixon was supporting you. Could you explain that? 

Mr. Brrson. Yes, sir, I think so. Merely that the date given was 
before any quotation otal | have appeared other than the quotation to 
which I had so strenuously objected. Therefore, I assumed this was 
part of it. I never even finished the article, I was so annoyed at this 
embarrassing quotation. 

Senator Kennepy. The Nixon quotation ? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. I assumed in that confusion that that was in 
it. I don’t blame you for not understanding that, but that is the fact. 
The article appeared not on the 7th, apparently, but on the 8th, I am 
told. I have not yet seen that article. Therefore, I said, “I don’t 
know of that quotation,” and I didn’t know of it. 

Mr. Kennepy. You were not referring to the quotation that Senator 
Lehman read ? 

Mr. Berson. I thought I was. 

Senator Kennepy. But Mr. Nixon’s name was not mentioned in it. 

Mr. Berson. No, sir, it wasn’t. 

Senator Kennepy. So there was a misunderstanding on your part of 
Senator Lehman’s question ? 

Mr. Berson. I have tried to suggest that it was a misunderstanding 
of the date of the quotation. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Beeson, on the last page of your statement 
you stated that Mr. Mitchell made the actual recommendation, not 
Mr. Farmer. How does that square with your letter to Senator 
Knowland in November in which Mr. Mitchell’s name was not men- 
tioned but Mr. Farmer’s name was mentioned as having originally 
discussed this with you? He asked you for recommendations of other 
men with west coast experience, and eventually it came around that 
you were the man who was going to be selected. Are you suggesting 
that Secretary Mitchell was pursuing an independent course and came 
to the conclusion without ever having heard from Mr. Farmer, and 
then made the recommendation; and then only at a later date ever came 
to the conclusion and realized that Mr. Farmer, the Chairman of the 
Board, was interested in the same man ? 

Mr. Berson. I don’t know the mechanics, and you can understand 
why I couldn't know who recommended me specifically, that is, offi- 
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cially gave the recommendation to Mr. Eisenhower. I know, just as 
I stated, that we talked about this, and Mr. Farmer had made a 
rec ommend: ition. Let me suggest that what I think is a reeommenda- 
tion isn’t necessarily the offici: al recommendation. 

When I came here on January 4, one of the people I talked with and 
whom I had met for the first time was Secretary Mitchell. He told me 
then that he had made the recommendation, that my name had come 
to him independently, and that later Mr. Farmer had given him my 
name, along with several others. 

I talked to Mr. Farmer later and said, “I understand that Mr. Mit- 
chell made this recommendation,” and he said, “Well, I guess he did, 
but I gave him your name.” 

T hey both have made a recommendation. I still don’t know—T have 
no way of knowing—who makes the recommendation to Mr. Eisen- 
hower and what happens. I have no way of knowing that. 

Senator Kennepy. From the record on page 28, it says: 

Well, Mr. Farmer is the one who recommended me, sir, and gave my name to 
the President. 


That was your statement. Then in the San Jose Mercury of January 


5, the quotation may be inaccurate, it is the same one in which Mr. 
Nixon’ S$ name is mentioned; that and the letter to Senator Knowland 
of November 20 in which you said: 
Last summer, when Guy Farmer was sworn in as the new Chairman of the 


National Labor Relations Board, he asked me to recommend a possible Board 
replacement who could bring to the Board west coast background. * * * 


And— 


Last week, while I was in Washington, Guy Farmer again asked me if I would 
consider an appointment, if it were offered me. 


Then— 


He asked me then to write those I might know, besides you (including Herb 
Brownell, Dick Nixon, Bill Martin * * * Cy Ching, Clark Kerr, et al.), asking 
them to support the appointment in any way they might wish. 

Obviously from the record we can only conclude that the appoint- 
ment was suggested by Mr. Farmer, and although perhaps in a tech- 
nical sense Secretary Mitchell did make some sort t of recommendations, 
I think that your statement on page 4— 

While Mr. Farmer did mention the possibility of such an appointment to me, it 
is my understanding that the actual recommendation was made by Secretary 
of Labor James P. Mitchell, who later discussed the matter with Mr. Farmer, 
gives a different emphasis than a recitation of these facts would give. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Kennedy, I may say for your infor mi ation 
that I have inquired of the White House on this point. Mr. Farmer 
made 4 or 5 recommendations, of which Mr. Beeson was one. Secre- 
tary Mitchell had them all in hand, and Secretary Mitchell is the one 
who made the recommendation to President Eisenhower. 

Senator Kennepy. I was basing my decision on who made the rec- 
ommendation on Mr. Beeson himself, who should be well informed, 
who said, “Well, Mr. Farmer is the one who recommended me, sir, 
and gave my name to the President.” 

That is where my information came from. 

The Cyatrman. I think that is a reasonable conclusion, and be- 

sause of that testimony I called the White House and asked what the 
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facts were. Mr. Shanley made the statement to me, I think it was 

yesterday, exactly as I have stated, that Mr. Farmer made 5 or 6 rec- 
ommendations, and Secretary Mitchell made the recommendation to 
the President from those names. 

I may say there were 15 or 20 recommendations. 

Senator Purrett. I wonder if Senator Kennedy would object to 
my asking a question to clarify this thing. 

Senator Kennepy. Not a bit. 

Seator Purreti. The statement to which Senator Kennedy refers 
was made by you on the 22d of January, in which you said, “Well, Mr. 
Farmer is the one who recommended me, sir, and gave my name to the 
President.” 

The statement that appears to be in conflict was made by you on 
February 2. Had you learned in the meantime—I am not suggesting 
it. I am trying to develop whatever the truth is. There was quite a 
lapse of time, and obviously since these hearings you have probably 
been doing a lot of talking and doing a lot of thinking. I am not sug- 
gesting this. I simply want you to ‘tell me for my own and the com- 
mittee’s use. I want to know, had you found out subsequent to the 
22d, when you said Mr. Farmer was the one who gave President Eisen- 
hower your name—had you found out in a conference subsequent to 
that time? 

Mr. Berson. No, but I had become a little more familiar with the 
actuality, the technical mechanics of it. I had talked to Mr. Farmer, 
and Mr. Farmer said: 

Actually, I don’t know who handed the name to the President. I handed in 
5 or 6 names to the White House. 

Senator Purre.t. Did that take place after the 22d, after your tes- 
timony here? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Purret,. So it developed subsequent to your testimony 
where you thought Mr. Farmer had done this—it subsequently devel- 
oped in a conversation with Mr. Farmer that actually it was made 
by the Secretary of Labor? 

Mr. Brrson. He himself could not be sure of that, of course, but 
he thought that was right. That confirmed what Mr. Mitchell had 
told me on the morning of the 4th. I wasn’t in a position to argue who 
was recommending me. Both had said they recommended me. But 
in the statement I found that I had better be pretty accurate. I find 
that the recommendation is made to the President by the Secretary 
of Labor, Mr. Mitchell. 

Senator Purte.. But your statement of the 2d is predicated on 
new information which you had gotten subsequent to the 22d, is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator LeHMan, May I ask a question ? 

The CuHarrman. I do not think Senator Kennedy is through yet. 

Senator Kennepy. I will be glad to yield for a question. 

Senator Lenman. I do not want to appear captious here, and I 
have certainly tried to convey as much sympathy for your present 
position as I could consistent with my own views, but I just cannot 
believe, Mr. Beeson, that you would want us to think that there 
any doubt in your mind as to who really suggested your name, in view 
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of the statement you made to the San Jose Mercury on the date of 
January 5, I believe, the statement which you made to me in reply to 
my inquiry, and the statement which appeared in your letter to Sena- 
tor Knowland. I want to be as charitable as I possibly can be, but 
it does not seem to me to be possible that a man of your capacity could 
really confuse the issues to the extent that he would be in doubt as 
to who had suggested him for this position. I would like to have fur- 
ther elucidation on that. 

Mr. Berson. Sir, I haven’t said or denied that Mr. Farmer sug- 
gested my name. I found—Mr. Farmer told me that he did not have 
the authority or 1t was not the mechanics that he actually gave my 
name to the President. He gave it to the White House with a number 
of others. 

So in writing this I made it clearer. I don’t deny that Mr. Farmer 
recommended me, and I suspect that there are many, many letters, 
from what I have heard, in the hands of the Senators—California Sen- 
ators particularly—and the different people, possibly Mr. Mitchell, 
also recommending me. Mr. Farmer recommended me along with 
some others. Who offici: lly recommends one for an appointment of 
this kind to the President, I still don’t really know. Mr. Mitchell told 
me that he did recommend me. I don’t know whether that means offi- 
cially. I don’t know whether he takes it in or says it in a Cabinet 
meeting or what happens, sir. 

All I know is that Governor Adams called me and asked if I could 
come to Washington. That is all I really know. 

Senator Kennepy. The only reason this is important, Mr. Beeson, 
is because, as you know, when you originally appeared before the 
committee there was some discussion that you would be the third man 
appointed during the last 12 months. Mr. Farmer was Chairman, and 
he enjoyed a fr iendly and business relationship with you, and there- 
fore it was of some interest to us to know if he had been responsible 
for your nomination. 

The only question I had was that on page 4 of your statement you 
said : 

Mr. Farmer and I have never discussed any pending cases before the Board, 
and I truthfully do not know how he feels, nor does he know my opinion on these 
matters. While Mr. Farmer did mention the possibility of such an appointment 
to me, it is my understanding that the actual recommendation was made by Sec- 
retary of Labor James P. Mitchell, who only later discussed the matter with 
Mr. Farmer. 

That would suggest, in my opinion, that Mr. Farmer’s influence on 
getting you appointed was much less than I think the facts show it 
really was. Had you ever met Mr. Mitchell before he made this recom- 
mendation concer ning you? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir, I never met Mr. Mitchell until January 4. 

Senator Kennepy. Do you feel it is possible for us, considering 
your letter to Senator Knowland and your statement in answer to 
Senator Lehman’s question, to conclude that your appointment was 
not to a major degree put through by Mr. Farmer, with some assis- 
tance, perhaps, by Vice President Nixon or Senator Knowland, the 
Senator from California ? Perhaps they approved your nomination— 
I am not bringing their names into the case—but the major responsi- 
bility was Mr. Farmer’s. 
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Mr. Berson. That had been more or less my thinking until I found 
that apparently independently Mr. Mitchell somewhere had discov- 
ered someone who would be willing to go through all this and had 
recommended me. Who has the major responsibility, there is no way 
I could know. I have not denied that Mr. Farmer suggested me to 
him, that we discussed it, and that he in some way recommended me. 

Senator Kennepy. Up to a week ago when you appeared before 
this committee, it was your idea that Mr. Farmer had made the recom- 
mendation for the appointment; and now, since you first appeared 
before this committee, you have changed your thought and regard 
Secretary of Labor Mitchell as your sponsor ? 

Mr. Berson. So I understand but not the only sponsor, Mr. Ken- 
nedy. As I said, the one who makes the actual recommendation. I 
am told that. I don’t know that. 

Senator Krennepy. I do not want to belabor the point, but it is 
rather an important point. You suggest James P. Mitchell, who only 
later discussed the matter with Mr. Farmer. I cannot believe that 
Mr. Mitchell’s whole interest in you was completely independent of 
Mr. Farmer’s. That is suggested by your statement, “who only later 
discussed the matter with Mr. Farmer.” That is the only point I was 
raising. 

Senator Gotpwarer. Will the Senator from Massachusetts yield, 
because I might inject something into this discussion that I think 
would be of interest to the Senator ¢ 

Senator Kennepy. Yes. 

Senator Gotpwarer. I find that this is nothing new; that members 
of the Board have in the past recommended new members to the 
Board to the Secretary of Labor. In fact, Mr. Gerard Reilly recom- 
mended Mr. Herzog, Mr. Houston and Mr. Reynolds to Madam 
Perkins when she was Secretary of Labor. I think if you will investi- 
gate on down through the history of the Board, you will find that 
Board members themselves are a great source of names. 

I find, for instance, several names in here who were former admin- 
istrative assistants of members of this committee, and it is hard for 
me to believe th at a member of the committee would not say, “Yes, 
he is a fine man,” if he were asked. 

I wanted to inject that, because I cannot quite follow what the 
Senator is trying to develop. 

Senator Kennepy. I am raising two points. First, I have no ob- 
jection to Mr. Farmer’s suggesting Mr. Beeson. 

Senator Gotpwarter. You have no objection to that ? 

Senator Kennepy. Except that Mr. Beeson and Mr. Farmer en- 
joyed a close business relationship in which Mr. Farmer was the attor- 
ney for the company which Mr. Beeson served. That is a different 
case from the ones that I believe you suggest. If Mr. Farmer’s only 
relationship with Mr. Beeson was his knowledge that he was an 
expert in this field, I would certainly have no objection to that. 

The second point that I object to is what I believe to be the sug- 
vestion that the emphasis at the original hearing was put on the fact 
that Mr. Farmer had suggested Mr. Beeson, and there is now in this 
statement an attempt to shift the burden from Mr. Farmer to Secre- 
tary Mitchell. 

Those are the two reasons why I am going into this in some detail. 

Senator Gotpwarer. I suggest that the Secretary of Labor is the 
one who has to make the suggestion. 
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Senator Dove.as. But the point that the Senator from Massachu- 
setts is making is that in the case of the recommendations by Mr. 
Reilly of Mr. ‘Herzog, Mr. Houston, and Mr. Reynolds, those three 
gentlemen had never been in an employer-client relationship to Mr. 
Reilly, so far as we know. 

Senator Gotpwater. So far as we know. 

Senator Douaguas. I see Mr. Reilly here. If they were in an em- 
ployer-client relationship he can testify. I think it is true that they 
have not been. They had all been public servants, and I want to 

say I think they were all good public servants. 

The point that Senator Kennedy is making is that Mr. Farmer had 
occupied an attorney relationship to the firm which Mr. Beeson rep- 
resented. Therefore the fact that the sequence of the suggestions 
to the Secretary of Labor and to the President may have been the 
same in the instances where Mr. Reilly acted does not remove the fact 
that there was a relationship in this case which was not present in 
the other cases. 

That is what the Senator from Massachusetts is trying to say, and 
I think saying very well, and I think it is very germane. It is no 
reflection on anyone concerned. I think the distinction is obvious. 

Senator Gorpwarer. Senator Douglas, if that is the point that is 
being attempted to be brought out, ‘I think it has been adequately 
b rought out in the testimony. 

I thank the Senator for yielding to me, and I thank him very much 
for the courtesy. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Beeson, when Secretary Mitchell testified 
before, he emphasized the importance of the decisions of the Board, 
and he stated that since the passage of the Wagner Act they were more 
important than the actions of the Congress. I think you would accept 
the actions of the Congress in the Taft-Hartley case, but the general 
tenor of his remarks was to emphasize the tremendous importance 
of the Board in labor-management relations. 

do not think there is any doubt that you would agree—in fact, 
[ think you more or less suggested—that the membership of the Board, 
regardless of their freedom from bias, their environment, their back- 
ground, their general sympathies would enable them to interpret the 
sections of the law differently from perhaps another man equally free 
from bias but with a different background. Would you agree with 
that? 

Mr. Berson. Not necessarily, sir. I think it is a matter of under- 
standing the intent of Congress in writing the law. ‘The law itself, 
with the legislative history, the court decisions, and the previous 
Board decisions, are all weighed. I don’t believe a man sits down 
and says, “I have to decide this way because my father was in a bloody 
steel strike sometime, and therefore I feel one way,” o r “My grand- 
father was a manufacturer, and some union struck neeaiile ‘him and 
ruined him, and I feel another way,” or anything of the kind. Men 
are made up of their experiences, of course. That is what, in the 
long run, trains their minds and brings them to their conclusions. 

On the other hand, men who take an oath to administer a law read 
it as well as they possibly can, in the light of the history of that law, 
including the court decisions, and I don’t believe it is ‘Just a matter 
of all this personal background any more, sir, than, if I may respect- 
fully suggest, Senator Lehman has brought in the fact that he was a 
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banker—I have never questioned his standing in the Senate in trying 
to think of the problems of the country as an American citizen, not 
as a banker, not as a grocer, perhaps, not as a lawyer, not as anything 
but as a man who is doing his best to interpret the law for his country. 

I think anyone who takes this kind of job has the same reason, has 
the same incentive to do a job. 

Senator Lenman. May I say in reply to that, if any question ever 
arose which in any degree affected any part of the banking fraternity, 
with which I had in former years been connected for a matter of 30 
years, I am quite sure I would disqualify myself. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Beeson, what you say may be true, but it is 
a fact that since the 2 new members of the Board were nominated 
during the last 12 months, they have made a shift at least in the case 
of free speech, and have held a different position from the members of 
the Board before. I believe that you did suggest when you first ap- 
peared before the committee that the members of the Board might be 
accused in some cases of bias. Do you feel this thing is black and 
white, and that there really isn’t any latitude to the Board, and that 
the opinions of the men who make up the Board have no bearing on 
how they will decide these various questions? Is that your position? 

Mr. Berson. No. I think that people differ on the results of their 
thinking, their honest thinking, and their unbiased thinking. Other- 
wise, why not have a one-man Board or a one-man Supreme Court ? 
We want the thinking of various people to bring these out. That is 
why I don’t object to what you are doing. If we just had political 
appointments, that would be one thing. But both Republicans and 
Democrats are doing their best to find the proper person for the Board, 
and I think they are right. 

Senator Kennepy. As you know, the Board reversed the previous 
decision of the Board in the Livingston Shirt case and reinterpreted 
the free-speech section. That was done I think by a vote in which 
Mr. Rodgers and Mr. Farmer voted to reinterpret the previous de- 
cisions of the Board. I am pointing that out as an example of what 
can happen. I am pointing out the wide powers given to the Board 
under the Taft-Hartley Act. 

We had representatives of the textile union in this morning, who 
stated that the free-speech section was the major deterrent to their 
organizing in seven States. Therefore, I state this as an indication 
of the tremendous importance that the Board decisions will have, 
not only in free speech but in a number of other cases. 

We had a witness this morning who talked about five boycott 
cases. In every 1 of those cases, at least 4 of the 5 cases, I believe 
the decision of the Board was that the boycott was carried out on a 
primary situs. It was a question of fact. The Board could easily 
have considered them all secondary boycotts. 

Therefore, what I am trying to indicate to you is that the opinions 
of the Board over the next few years, when there will be great ques- 
tions coming up before it, will be of tremendous importance in indus- 
trial relations. Is that correct? 

Mr. Bresson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. In your first appearance before the committee 
you indicated that previous members of the Board had had a defi- 
nite point of view which was sympathetic to labor; is that not 
correct ? 
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Mr. Brrson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. Therefore, I think it is fair to say that the 
balance has been decreased in part by the appointment of Mr. Farmer 
and by the appointment of Mr. Rodgers; and that your appointment 
will complete the balance, and then the Board will have three votes 
with a more or less identi¢al position. Would you not say that that 
was correct ? 

Mr. Brrson. No, sir. I would also point out that the Livingston 
Shirt decision was a 3-to-1 decision, with Mr. Peterson voting with 
Mr. Rodgers and Mr. Farmer; and furthermore, that the second circuit 
court had already reversed part of that Bonwit Teller decision. 

Senator Kennepy. Yes; but do you not agree that that decision 
and the decision in the Plywood case were a shift certainly in the 
rights of employees with regard to free speech ? 

Mr. Berson. I would point out that a changed interpretation had 
arisen, and it was concurred in by an appointee from the previous 
administration. 

Senator Kennepy. Excuse me? 

Mr. Beeson. It was concurred in by an appointee from the previous 
administration. 

Senator Doverias. A representative of the Independent Party? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. |Laughter.| No; I think not, sir. 

The CHarrmMan. May I inquire how much longer your examination 
will take? Mr. Peyton has been here all afternoon. I would like 
to know how much longer you plan to take. Mr. Peyton has been 
here, and I want very much to get him on and clear up this issue, 
which can be cleared up in a very short time. 

Senator Kennepy. I do not want to inconvenience the committee. 
I would say probably 20 minutes. 

The CuHarrman. The committee will have to sit here, then, I guess, 
as I said before. 

Senator Kennepy. I would be glad to have Mr. Peyton go on, and 
then perhaps I might conclude the interrogation of Mr. Beeson before 
6:30, or tomorrow. 

The Cuarrman. I would like to relieve Mr. Beeson. He has been 
on the stand for nearly 4 solid hours. 

I will ask Mr. Peyton if he will be good enough to come up and 
explain some of these misunderstandings. 

Mr. Ridder, would you come forward with Mr. Peyton, because 
I think we will get this story straightened out in that way. 

Mr. Peyton, will you give your name and address and occupation, 
for the record ? 


STATEMENTS OF WESLEY PEYTON, CORRESPONDENT, SAN JOSE 
(CALIF.) MERCURY; AND WALTER T. RIDDER, CHIEF, WASH- 
INGTON BUREAU, RIDDER PUBLICATIONS 


Mr. Peyton. Yes. 

My name is Wesley G. Peyton. I am a correspondent for the 
San Jose (Calif.) Mereury and Evening News, and the Long Beach 
Independence and Press Telegram. They are four California news- 
papers that are owned by the Ridder family. 
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The Cuaimrman. Are you the Mr. Peyton that is known as Wes 
Peyton? 

Mr. Peyton. I am. 

The Cuarrman. Are you familiar with the record in this case and 
the reference to you on page 25 of those hearings? 

Mr. Peyton. | am. 

The CHarrman. Will you explain in your own words the confusion, 
if any, that arose in regard to the use of your name, and whatever 
talk you may have had with Mr. Beeson ¢ 

Mr. Peyton. Yes; I think I can. 

The Cuarrman. I wish you would. 

Mr. Peyton. I called Mr. Beeson at his hotel as he testified, on the 
evening of January 4. That was about 7 o’clock in the evening. I 
asked Mr. Beeson what was going on. 

Senator Lenman. Talk a little louder, please. 

Mr. Pryton. I received a teletype message from my managing 
editor in San Jose earlier in the day informing me that the Wall 
Street Journal had run a story to the effect that Mr. Beeson would be 
appointed, and where was the slip-up, why didn’t the San Jose 
papers have it. He also added that Mr. Beeson was in town. Would 
I please get in touch with him. 

I did. I talked to Mr. Beeson, and he said yes, he had been to 
the White House that day, and that the appointment would go through, 
but that he could not say anything for the record, and the White 
House would make the announcement. It was his understanding that 
the announcement would be made during the week of January 18. 

I said, “What about the Wall Street Journal story? They have 
you already in.” 

He said, “Well, I can’t say anything for the record, but I suppose 
it wouldn’t hurt anything if you would attribute it to ‘a usually re- 
liable source,’ that. sort of thing.” So I did. 

At the conclusion of that particular teletype message to my paper, 
I made a notation to the editors that I had talked with Mr. Beeson 
and that. he had confirmed the fact that the appointment was going to 
go through, but that he could not say anything for the record. This 
all occurred on January 4. 

When Mr. Beeson talked to me on the 20th, as he testified here on 
page 25, Wednesday morning, January 20, he asked me in words to the 
effect, CW hat happened to that story ? You had a quotation in there 
I told you not to use, which is going to be very embarrassing.” 

I couldn’t think what quotation he meant, because I hadn't quoted 
him directly in the first place, but I replied that I didn’t understand 
what happened, but I certainly was sorry if anything off the record 
got into the paper, and I would be very willing to show him the 
original copy of my story and also bring the teletype message that I 
still had in my possession. 

He said, no, he didn’t think that was necessary. 

That was the sum and substance of that particular issue. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Peyton, was there any statement made by Mr. 
Beeson that he was going to return to the Food Machinery & Chem- 
ical Co. ? 

Mr. Prrton. Not at all. I have my teletype message on that par- 
ticular story, if you would like me to read it, Senator. 








TERY - 5 


a EN <P ONGESLL OTT CT LO AE 
On) Se mC NPI etEREE 


coe RN TO EI A V8 





NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 137 


The Cuarrman. Then when he spoke to you, you felt he was tak- 
ing issue with your having perhaps given a scoop to your paper, with 
the implication that he was going to be appointed ? 

Mr. Horton: I had no idea what he was referring to, because I knew 
in my own mind I hadn’t broken any confidences. 

The Cuatrman. You did in a sense say you were sorry. Whether 
it was an apology or not, you said you were sorry. That was the 
background for the apology that Mr. Beeson refers to. 

Mr. Peyton. Yes; that is the background of that. Mr. Beeson may 
have construed it as an apology. It was not an apology on my part, 
because I had nothing to apologize for, as I tried to point out in my 
conversation with Mr. Beeson. 

The Cuarrman. You said you were sorry it happened ¢ 

Mr. Prrron. I said I was sorry if anything off the record had 
appeared in the paper, although I had not seen anything off the record 
appearing in the paper, to the best of my recollection. 

The CuHatrrman. You may continue. 

Senator Purre... Senator Kennedy has a dictionary. Would you 
mind reading what “apology” means, please, sir¢ I think it needs 
explaining. It has been a long time since I looked at one. 

Senator Doveras. Wasn’t Noah Webster a resident of Connecticut 
at one time? 

Senator Purrei.. Not only a resident, but one we are very proud 


of, and I think the rest of the country is indebted to him for the job 
he did, too. 


Senator Dovue.as. We are getting down to sources now. 
Senator Kennepy. “Apologize. To make an apology.” [Laughter.] 
Senator Purrett. Mr. Chairman, it is my earnest hope that deci- 


sions of this committee are not predicated upon the definitions in that 
book. 


Senator Dovaeuas. But you asked for it. 

Senator Kennepy. I may go further. [Reading:] 

2. An acknowledgment intended as a reparation, or expressive of regret, for 
some improper, injurious, or discourteous remark or act. 

Senator Purrext. Is that all it has in there? 

Senator Kennepy (reading) : 

3. That which serves as an excuse for the absence of something ; a makeshift. 

Senator Purret.. Will you read further? 

Senator Kennepy (reading) : 

Written in defense or justification of what appears to others to be wrong or 
what may be liable to disapprobation. 

Senator Gotpwater. Look up “disapprobation.” 

Senator Doveias. I would say that the great lexicographer from 
Connecticut was pretty specific on this point except for his first defi- 
nition, namely, apologize is to make an apology. 

Senator Purrety. 1 am very happy that Senator Kennedy finished 
reading the whole definition. 

Senator Kennepy. There are three parts to it, Senator. I was not 
attempting to conceal anything. 

Senator Purrey. I was interested in the third part. 


The Cuarrman. You may continue, Mr. Peyton, if you have any- 
thing more on the subject. 
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Mr. Peyton. That is all, other thar if I might make an observa- 
tion, and that is that apparently these proceedings have become so 
involved that Mr. Beeson is still in the process of being confused, 
because he testified today that he had this conversation with me on 
Friday, a few moments before he came in to the session at which he 
was questioned by Senator Lehman, whereas the record here says that 
he talked to me on Wednesday, which to the best of my recollection 
he did. 

The Carman. I think he meant he talked the day that we had 
the open hearing for him in the beginning, before we asked him to 
come back. I think that probably is correct. Wednesday was the 
day. 

Mr. Peyron. Wednesday was the day we had the conversation, to 
the best of my recollection. I won’t say I am not a little confused 
now myself. 

The Cuarmman. Has anybody any questions at this point to ask 
of Mr. Peyton? I want to clean this up if I can. Mr. Purtell? 

Senator Purreti. No questions. 

Senator Lenman. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Senator Lehman has a question. 

Senator Leuman. In this issue of Tuesday morning, January 5, 
of the San Jose Mercury, I see an article titled “FMC Man in Line 
for NLRB Post,” in which the following statement was carried: 

Any previous announcement would be presumptuous on my part. However, 
Vice President Nixon has indicated to me he would support this nomination, and 
the suggestion that my name be put in nomination was made by Guy Farmer, 
Chairman of the present 4-man National Labor Relations Board. 

Is that your article? 

Mr. Pryron. I did not write that, Senator; no. I believe the para- 
graph following that is the only thing that I sent from Washington 
that was carried in that particular article. I do not know who, in 
the final analysis, actually wrote that down and put it in the paper. 
I did not quote Mr. Beeson to that effect. 

Senator Dovexas. This is within quotation marks. Do you mean 
to say the San Jose Mercury would state that a man gave a direct 
quotation when the Washington correspondent did not send it? 

Mr. Peyton. I know I didn’t send it, sir. 

Senator Lenman. This was not necessarily quoting the Washington 
correspondent. 

Mr. Peyton. I can put in the record exactly what I did send. I 
don’t know where they got the quotation. 

Senator Lenman. “Before leaving San Jose last week,” it says, 
“Beeson said ‘I have been clearing my desk for several weeks and 
momentarily expect to receive the announcement * * *,’” and then 
follows that quote. 

Senator Doucias. He may have made the statement before he left 
San Jose? 

Mr. Pryron. Apparently he did. 

Senator Lenman. Obviously he did. 

Senator Doveias. Mr. Beeson is here. Did you make the statement 
before you left San Jose? 

Mr. Berson. I recall nothing of that, sir. 

Senator Doveias. We are not the publisher of the Ridder papers, 
but I would say that this is an interesting problem of reporting and 
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of who put that quote in. I am not trying to make it difficult for any 
newspaperman, I might say. 

Senator Gotpwater. Has the Senator had oceasion to wonder about 
that before on his own record ¢ 

Senator Doveras. Yes,thatisright. Icertainly have. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Peyton, I am sorry I didn’t hear the first 
part of your statement very clearly. As I understand it, your ex- 
pression of regret was over the publication of the Nixon story, is that 
correct, the off-the-record story ¢ 

Mr. Perron. My expression of regret was in relation to a memo 
that I had sent to my editors after a three-paragraph story that I sent 
to them the night of January 4, and the regret. extended only to the 
point if that particular bit of off-the-record information had gotten 
inthe paper. I didn’t recall that it had. 

Senator Kennepy. You were not discussing the Nixon quote / 

Mr. Perron. No, sir, because I had not written it. 

Senator Kennepy. The only thing is, as you know, Mr. Beeson 
suggested first that the apology had taken place as a result of the 
“expect to return” story, and then it seemed to me he suggested today 
that the apology—not the apology but the expression of regret—was 
over the printing of the Nixon story. It was not over either one of 
those; is that correct ? 

Mr. Pryron. In the broad sense, it might have been over the Nixon 
story insofar as some bit of information that I had sent from Wash- 
ington was in that story, but I wasn’t referring to that particular 
part of it, sir, because I had not written it. 

Senator Kennepy. I have just one more question, Mr. Peyton. On 
January 28 you wrote a story—I am not sure you did, but the San 
Jose Mercury, Washington bureau—is that you ? 

Mr. Preyron. Yes 

Senator Kennepy (reading) : 

Records of the Senate Labor Committee indicate Albert C. Beeson, former 
industrial relations director of Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., gave testimony 
regarding conduct of the San Jose Mercury Washington bureau that cannot be 
reconciled with fact. 

Under questioning by Senator Lehman (Democrat of New York), Beeson said 
he had severed all connection with FMC and that there existed between himself 
and the company no oral or written agreement to take him back at completion 
of his term on the National Labor Relations Board. 

Whereupon, Senator Lehman produced a photostatic copy of the San Jose 
Mercury of January 8 which quoted Beeson as saying: 

“The nomination by President Eisenhower is for a 1-year term. I expect at 
this time that I shall return to my duties with Food Machinery upon completion 
of this period if it is granted me through Senate approval.” 

Beeson’s answer to this was that the Mercury Washington correspondent, Wes 
Peyton, misquoted him and then apologized for doing so. 

The disputed quote apparently was given by Beeson to a San Jose Mercury 
reporter the night of January 7 in San Jose. Peyton at the time was in Wash- 
ington. He did not misquote Beeson because he didn’t write the disputed story, 
neither did he apologize. 

The January 8 story, incidentally, did not carry Peyton’s byline. It was not 
datelined Washington, and nowhere in it did it attribute any of the material 
quoted to the San Jose Mercury Washington Bureau. 

Following is the testimony of Beeson regarding Peyton and the Mercury story 
as found on. page 28 of the stenographic transcript of the Senate Labor Com- 
mittee’s closed hearing on January 22. * * * 


It seems to me that compounds all the confusion. The conversation 
must have been very brief between you and Mr. Beeson in which this 
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expression of regret was expressed because your expression of regret 
did not have anything to do with either one of these two stories. I 
cannot understand why Mr. Beeson in the time given to him made the 
statement. Senator Lehman did not mention Mr. Nixon but men- 
tioned this other quote. I can understand the January 7 statement, 
but I cannot understand this much later. Today he is in confusion 
about what your discussions were. 

Senator Purrei.. May I suggest that we on this side find ourselves 
at a distinct disadvantage? I notice that our Democratic colleagues 
have photostatic copies of all these papers. We have never had them 
given tous. I know nothing about what the Senator is reading at the 
present moment. I have never had them presented to me. They are 
talking about railroading in this committee. 

Senator Kennepy. I tried to read it. The point I wanted to make 
was that the story that you were expressing regret on had nothing to 
do with either one of the stories Mr. Beeson thought it had to do with. 

Mr. Pryron. That is correct. As you observed earlier, Senator, 
it is very true that my conversation with Mr. Beeson was quite short. 
It was just a matter of seconds in the hall after the public hearing. 

Senator Lenman. Talk a little louder, please. 

Mr. Peyton. I said my conversation with Mr. Beeson was very short. 
It was just a matter of a few seconds in the hall outside of this chamber 
shortly before noon on the 20th when the public hearing was ad- 
journed, and the committee went into executive session. 

Senator Kennepy. You feel that when Mr. Beeson talked to you, he 
was referring to the Nixon story ? 

Mr. Preyron. I thought he was referring to material that I had sent 
to the Mercury, which apparently he was not. 

Senator Kennepy. That material did not have anything to do with 
Nixon. 

Mr. Pryron. When I finally got hold of a copy of the transcript 
of the closed hearing on the 22d, and I read Senator Lehman’s ques- 
tion and Mr. Beeson’s answer, the only conclusion I could come to at 
that time was that Mr. Beeson was confusing our conversation which 
was over this story as over against the one that was apparently written 
in San Jose. 

Senator Doveias. Mr. Peyton, would you file for the record the wire 
story which you sent to San Jose papers about Mr. Beeson’s appoint- 
ment ? 

Mr. Perron. You mean the one on January 4? 

Senator Dovuaias. Yes. 

Mr. Peyton. Yes, sir; I will be glad to. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


To Mercury, San Jose, Calif. 


WasHIneton.—Albert C. Beeson, industrial relations director of Food Machin- 
ery & Chemical Corp. visited the White House Monday morning giving rise to 
speculation to rumors he will be named to the National Labor Relations Board. 

Beeson, queried by the Mercury Washington bureau, declined to comment, but 
reliable sources say he will be appointed as soon as he can be confirmed by the 
Senate—probably during the week of January 18. 

Seeson indicated he will return to San Jose tomorrow morning after a quick 
trip to New York. He conferred here today with Presidential advisers, congres- 
sional leaders, and Paul L. Davies, FMC president. 

Memo desk: That’s all that can be said for record. Beeson has accepted and 
will return to Washington January 19, but neither he nor the White House will 
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talk now. White House will make formal announcement when his name is sent 
to the Senate. Beeson swears he doesn’t know where Journal got the story. 

You can pick up enough on Beeson in files to pad out rest of story. Peyton 
T38P J. 

Senator Doucias. I am very inexpert about the newspaper busi- 
ness, but do you sometimes send teletype messages for the record, and 
then su ppleme nt them by telephone conversations / 

Mr. Pryron. That is done sometimes, but it is not a general prac- 
tice when the distance between the reporter and the office is 3,000 
miles. 

Senator Dovueias. Did you do it in this instance ? 

Mr. Peyvron. No, sir, I did not. 

Senator LeumMan. Mr. Peyton, as I understand it, what is described 
as your partial expression of regret was not an acknowledgment with 
regard to any inaccuracies in the story which you sent ? 

Mr. Peyron. No, sir. 

Senator LeuMan. It was simply a matter of possibly some question 
arising as to whether a confidential release had been broken ? 

Mr. Peyton. Yes, sir, that is right. 

Senator Leuman. It did not reiate to the accuracy of your story? 

Mr. Pryron. I did not think so at the time, no, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Peyton, the January 28 newspapers in an 
editorial still kept on with this GiapePy, It seems to me that when 
this assumed such proportions, the San Jose Mercury would have at- 
tempted to clarify the record, but instead they come to your support 
on January 28, last Thursday, some days after, at least a week after 
Mr. Beeson’s first minansiorey anding. 

Mr. Peyton. Yes, 1 don’t quite follow your point, sir. 

Senator Kewwmpr. The only thing is, if you and Mr. Beeson mis- 
understood each other, I should think you would have understood 
you were talking about two different things, particularly when Mr. 
Beeson’s candidacy became such a famous cause the week before and 
the papers 8 days later would still not be sticking by you under the 
impression that you had been unfairly charged by Mr. Beeson. 

Mr. Perron. The only answer I can make to that, Senator 

Senator Kennepy. It must be a long distance. 

Mr. Peyton. It is, As you probably recall, Friday the 22d was the 
day after the big snow. I was eager to get out of the vores Build- 
ing and get home early, which I did. Consec uently, I did not on 
Friday the 22d see the transcript of the closed hearing. I didn’t see 
it Monday, either. On Tuesday night—is that correct !—yes, on 
Tuesday night I received a telephone call from my managing editor 
in San Jose asking me what this apology business was all about. Pre- 
sumably in the meantime the Associated Press reporter had read the 
transcript, and apparently filed a story to the effect that Mr. Beeson 
in replying to the question put by Senator Lehman had said that 
the Mercury had misquoted him and apologized for it. So my man- 
aging editor asked what the story was. So on Wednesday the 27th— 
would that be it, sir? 

Senator Kennepy. Yes. 

Mr. Peyton. On Wednesday the 27th, I went to the Labor Commit- 
tee, and I copied down the two pages from the stenographic report 
that were pertinent to this. I went to the Library of Congress and 
looked up the back issues of the paper to see exactly what had been 
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said, and I filed the story that you read in the paper on the morning 
of the 28th. 

The decision to play the story that way and to supplement it witha 
story of the reporter in San Jose, Mr. Bowman, and also to write 
an editorial on it was not mine. It represents the decision of the 
publisher and the editor. 

Senator Kennepy. As far as I am concerned, I think the explana- 
tion is satisfactory. I think that Mr. Beeson deserves—I am sure 
he is telling the truth in this regard and should not be unfairly abused 
in this matter as far as I can understand the situation. Thank you 
very much. 

‘The CuarrMan. We have with us Mr. Ridder. 

Senator Cooper. May I ask one question, Mr. Chairman? 

Did Mr. Beeson in his conversations with you ever say that at the 
close of his service he intended to return to his former connection 
in San Jose? 

Mr. Peyton. No; he has never said anything to that effect to me. 

Senator Coorer. That is all. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Ridder, will you give the reporter your name, 
please, and where you live, why you are in Washington at the present 
time, and your relationship with Mr. Joseph Ridder, who is the pub- 
lisher of the San Jose Mercury ? 

Mr. Ripper. My name is Walter T. Ridder. I am the chief of the 
Washington bureau of the Ridder Publications, a subsidiary of which 
owns the San Jose Mercury News. My first cousin, Joseph Ridder, 
is publisher in San Jose. 

We got drawn into this, as Wes said, by the fact that an Associated 
Press dispatch carried the statement that Mr. Beeson had said that Mr. 
Peyton had misquoted him. 

I telephoned my cousin in San Jose and both of us felt that it would 
be craven of us in the eyes of our colleagues and associates, and par- 
ticularly our employees, if we did not go to bat for the reporter. We 
ascertained the facts and wrote the editorial and the stories which 
appeared on the 28th, I believe. 

Subsequently I met Mr. Beson. I had not even met him before. In 
talking to him, it became obvious to me that he was confused and 
that there was no intent on his part to decieve, that he had honestly 
thought he was talking about one thing. 

In answer to Senator Neely’s question earlier about what pressure 
was put on to send a telegram today, I can testify that the pressure 
came entirely from me. 1 suggested that it would be decent of us— 
after Mr. Beeson had apologized and same here today publicly and 
stated that he had been in error, we wanted to make it very clear to 
the committee that we had been fighting for the integrity of our 
paper, and the accuracy of our reporter, and that we were not opposing 
Mr. Beeson. 

I think that is all. 

The Cuarrman. Any questions of Mr. Ridder? 

Senator Kennepy. Yes. Let me ask you this. You stand by the 
report of your reporter or the story in your paper in which Mr. Beeson 
said that he expected to go back to the company. What we are dis- 
cussing now has no relationship to that; is that not correct ? 


Mr. Ripper. Absolutely. 
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Senator Kennepy. You stand by that statement. 

Mr. Ripper. That is correct. 

Senator Kennepy. And the quotation as made. 

Mr. Ripper. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. You were as misinformed as anyone by Mr. 
Beeson’s failure to grasp Senator Lehman’s ¢ uestion, and therefore 
you felt that Mr. Beeson had understood Mr. cen an’s question and 
was therefore referring in his statement in regard to Wes Peyton with 
regard to his “expect” ‘statement ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Ripper. I would put it this way, Senator. I think that having 
talked with Wes Peyton a couple of minutes before in the hall about 
a story in the San Jose paper, in view of the fact that Mr. Beeson 
didn’t know that another story from Wes had come, he quite obvi- 
ously could be confused on it; yes. 

Senator Kennepy. As I said before on the question of the apology, 
I do not think Mr. Beeson has misstated : I think he is mistaken, as far 
as Mr. Peyton apologized or expressed regret. It seems to me that 
has been answered. 

The basic question, however, of more fundamental importance is 
whether he made the statement about expecting to return, and that 
statement you stand by. 

Mr. Ripper. I st: and by the original report of our reporter that Mr. 
Beeson said he was going back to ‘San Jose; ; yes, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you. 

Senator Leuman. Mr. Ridder, did you attend any of the hearings 
with regard to the nomination ? 

Mr. Ripper. Not until today, sir. 

Senator Leuman. At any time since we started the hearings, about 
the 20th of January ? 

Mr. Ripper. Mr. Peyton has been at the public hearings. I have not 
been, sir. 

Mr. Perron. At the public hearings; yes, sir. I have attended all 
of the public hearings; yes, sir. 

Senator LeHmMan. A¢ which Mr. Beeson was interrogated ? 

Mr. Peyron. I was not at the hearing of January 22, which was 
closed, but I have been at all the public heari ings at which Mr. Beeson 
has been interrogated. 

Senator Lenman. You are familiar with the statements made by 
Mr. Beeson at the public hearings. 

Mr. Peyton. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Are you familiar with the statements made at the 
closed hearings, from the record? Of course you could not have been 
at the one on the 22d, because it was an executive session. 

Mr. Peyton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Leuman. The statements to which reference has been made 
were, I believe, made at the open session, at least most of them were 
made at the open session. You were here at the January 20 session, 
which was the opening session. 

Mr. Peyton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Lenman. Thank you. 

The Cuamman. Any further questions of either Mr. Peyton or 
Mr. Ridder? If not, they will be excused. Thank you very much. 
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Senator Coorer. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to hold the meeting 
up, but I would like to ask Mr. Beeson two questions on the subject 
we were discussing. 

The Cuarrman. I want to ask Mr. Randolph whether he wishes 
to appear in person this evening, or whether he would be willing to 
file his statement. He has heard the testimony today. 

Mr. Ranvourn. I would like to appear in person, Senator, whether 
it is tonight or tomorrow or the next day, whatever your conven- 
lence is. 

The Cuatrman. I have a problem, Mr. Randolph, as I think I told 
you. Tomorrow morning at 9:30 we have to go ahead with our Taft- 
Hartley hearings. At noon we have the Senate session, of course, 
and we are heading pretty soon into final action on the Bricker 
resolution. 

We have hearings starting next week, I think it is next week, on the 
railroad-retirement bill. We have hearings starting on the anti- 
discrimination bill. This committee has hearings on the President’s 
health bill. We have hearings on the President’s educational bills. 
To get any more hearings in is almost a physical impossibility. I 
am sorry you could not come at the same time that Mr. Carey came, 
and I understand the reason perfectly, that you got the message too 
late. That is why I asked if you would not be willing to file your 
statement, which will be carried in full in the record so we can handle 
the matter in that way. 

Mr. Ranpotru. This matter is so very important to the Interna- 
tional Typographical Union that I think T ought to be permitted to 
testify here in person. There have been statements made this after- 
noon that have intensified the necessity for our clearing up many 
things, and in clearing them up I think I can point out that Mr. 
Beeson himself has made it practically mapoutbie that he serve prop- 
erly on the NLRB. I certainly would like to be heard on that point. 

Senator Gorpwarer. Mr. Chairman, might I suggest that we hear 
him now? I have three committee hearings going on right now. 

The Coatrman. I have three tomorrow. 

Senator Gotpwater. As one member of the committee, I would be 
perfectly willing to hear this gentleman now. 

The Cuamman. I will have to ask Mr. Kennedy whether he wants 
Mr. Beeson to come back now. Have the other members of the com- 
mittee gotten through with Mr. Beeson’ I want everybody to ask 
all the questions they want of Mr. Beeson. 

Senator Lenman. I may be mistaken about this, but I have been 
informed that Senator Neely and Senater Hill left the meeting with 
the understanding that we were going to recess at 6:30. I think that 
they should be here to hear Mr. Randolph and I think Mr. Randolph 
should be given the opportunity to appear before them. 

The Cuatrman. I continued the hearings — at least 6: 30 trying 
to finish. I think the record will show that. I made that very clear. 
I do not see any way as chairman of this committee for me to carry 
so many hearings simultaneously. We have to get. our work done. 
Every member of the committee has had a chance to question Mr. 
Beeson, and Mr. Randolph has a statement to make which will go in 
the record. We will hear him tonight. I will sit here just as long 
as Mr. Randolph wants to, and hear his statement. I know my col- 
leagues here will do the same. I am prepared to go ahead. 


ens 
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Senator Dove.as. Mr. Chairman, I am not trying to heap added 
burdens on the shoulders of the chairman, but I would like to remind 
him that Mr. Goldberg, the general counsel of the CIO, asked to 
be permitted to (estify on the question of conflict of interest. 

The CHarrman. I understand Mr. David Feller, general counsel 
for Mr. Robert Oliver, is here. I was advised that he would be here 
and testify this afternoon. Maybe that is mistaken. I think Mr. 
Feller is still here. I would like to hear him tonight. We will try 
to finish with these witnesses. 

Senator Dova.as. Might we have 5 minutes to get a sandwich? 

The Caarrman. I think that is a reasonable request. I will say 
this. I am trying to do what I have been asked to do, and I am doing 
it as conscientiously as I can. What do you gentlemen want? 

Senator Lenman. I would like to recess until tomorrow some 
time—— 

The CuarrmMan. It is impossible to do that. 

Senator Lenman (continuing). And grant Mr. Randolph an op- 
portunity to appear in person. 

The CuHatrman. I cannot get it in. You have to consider that some 
of the rest of us have some engagements, too. 

Senator Lenman. I know we are all busy. How about Thursday? 
May I point out, Mr. Chairman, that we have been hearing an awful 
lot about the ur gency and the speed of this thing, that we have to pass 
on Mr. Beeson’s nomination. It has been represented that it is 
absolutely essential. There has been a vacancy on this Board since 
the 7th of August. There was no recess appointment made. The 
President apparently did not think there was any great speed con- 
nect with this appointment. He finally sent in a recommendation 
on the 7th of January. There were no hearings called until the 20th 
of January, which was only 10 days ago. I want to emphasize par- 
ticularly, regardless of what is decided here, that this business of the 
essential character of prompt action on this thing does not hold water. 

The CuHatrman. The Senator is criticizing the President of the 
United States on that, because my instructions have come from the 
White House to try to get this nomination through, and if we cannot 
get it through, let him know as soon as possible | so he can get some- 
body else. He wants to fill the vacancy on the Board. I am simply 
reflecting what I have been asked to do by the White House. 

Senator Purre.it. Are we not overlooking another fact, that the 
people knew Mr. Beeson would be up here before this committee. At 
the time Mr. Beeson appeared before this committee the committee 
had not received one letter requesting a hearing. Nobody had asked 
to be heard. 

The Cuarrman. That is correct. 

Senator Purrety. We then acted upon Mr. Beeson’s nomination. 
We reported to the Senate on the nomination. Now the whole thing 
is going to be opened again. Why did not some of these people so 
anxious to testify now at least indicate a willingness to come prior to 
the time we held this hearing, Mr. Chairman ? “That was on the 20th 
and 22d of January. Not a single person indicated to this committee 
a desire to appear before it in opposition to Mr. Beeson. 

Mr. Ranvotpu. Is that directed to me? 

Senator Purrett. The chairman is the gentleman presiding. 

The Cuarrmay. I will be glad to have Mr. Randolph answer. 
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Mr. Ranpouten. I would not have appeared in opposition to Mr. 
Beeson had he not testified as he did concerning the International 
Typographical Union, and only when I was advised that he had so 
testified did I then ask for an opportunity to be heard. I am still 
asking for that opportunity to be heard. I could not have asked for 
it earlier. I had no opposition until I knew what the man was testi- 
fying to. 

Senator Purret.. I was not particularly referring, Mr. Chairman, 
to the gentleman, Mr. Randolph. I was speaking about the various 
people who have asked since to appear before this committee to testify 
when it was well known that Mr. Beeson was to before the committee. 
Not a single person asked for the right to be heard. 

Mr. ¢ ‘hairman, it is my suggestion, since we all have many com- 
mittees to attend—I have 2 or 3 tomorrow myself—that we proceed to 
stay here until we finish the business. 

The Cuarrman. The members of the committee wish to recess for 
15 minutes to get a sandwich. We could have some sent in here. 

Senator Doueias. Mr. Neely, Mr. Hill, and Mr. Murray all left the 
committee room under the assumption that the hearing would adjourn 
at 5:30. TL infer from the questioning Mr. Neely h: id of Mr. Beeson 
concerning the ITU that he would wish to be present when Mr. Ran- 
dolph testifies. If we can find them and get them here, that. is satis- 
factory with me. I am willing to sit until 4 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

The next question comes whether we can get our absent brethren 
here, who left with the assurance that the hearings would be ad- 
journed at 6: 30. 

The CHarrMan. I said we would continue at least until 6:30 and I 
hoped to finish the hearings tonight. I think the record will show 
that. 

Senator Doveras. I do not remember the words “at least”, but they 
might well have been uttered. 

I would ask the majority, who have the votes, and who propose a 
continuous session, to extend to the missing Senators the courtesy of 
adjourning until tomorrow afternoon. 

Senator Gotpwater. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to seem overly 
stubborn on this. I appreciate Paul's position. I appreciate the 
position of all the Senators on this. Why do we not take a realistic 
and sensible view of this. I do not care if we have hearings from 
now until the Fourth of July; the minority is not going to - change 
their opinion. The President has asked that this position be filled. 
We have had hearings and the same tec hnique has been employed— 
“Can’t we put it off until tomorrow?” “Can’t we put it off until a 
later date?” What I keep getting back to, Mr. Chairman, is that this 
nomination is out of the hands of this committee. It is on the floor. 
If I am not mistaken, it will take a unanimous consent motion to 
get it off the floor and back into this committee. 

The hearings that we hold here today have no official bearing on the 
nomination of Mr. Beeson. I suggest that we could hear 50 people, 
the rest of this month, and it will have no official bearing on the nomi- 
nation of Mr. Beeson. Mr. Beeson’s nomination has already been 
voted on by this committee. I see nothing but a continuation and 
delay. We spent here today 414 hours in which we pursued the con- 
flict of interest, and had interjected into it a question of Mr. Beeson’s 








NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 147 


honesty, which I was very happy to hear the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts say had been pretty well cleared in his mind. The minority 
report presented to the Senate shows no question of his honesty, 
integrity, or candor. The testimony of Mr. Carey, who was the only 
labor witness who appeared against him, said substantially the same 
thing. What can we possibly accomplish by holding hearing after 
hearing after hearing on something that is no longer under the juris- 
diction of this committee ? 

I think, Mr. Chairman, it is a matter for the Senate of the United 
States to determine and I suggest to the minority and to the majority 
that we take our arguments on the floor of the Senate and see who has 
run out their length of rope. ; 

Senator Kennepy. Just for the record, as I say, in my opinion, I 
thought Mr. Peyton’s explanation of how the so-called mixup about 
the apology came about was satisfactory to me. I do not say Mr. 
Beeson is dishonest, or accurate, or inaccurate. In that particular 
incident, I thought the explanation was satisfactory. 

Senator Dovetas. Mr. Chairman, may I say that we of the minority 
have been proceeding on the assumption that the members of the 
majority had open minds on this matter. 

The CuatrmMan. Pardon my laughing. 

Senator Doveras. I do not find that laughable. It was a solemn 
affirmation of faith on our part that the members of the majority 
did have that attitude. And we also believed that additional evi- 
dence might develop, and that on learning all the facts we might 
change their minds or they might change our minds. We know that 
the President of the United States has insisted upon action. We 
appreciate the position that the chairman is caught in with this pres- 
sure for action and quick speed, but after all, the Senate has obliga- 
tions, too. We are not subordinates. We are not colonels or battalion 
commanders underneath the general receiving orders from the general. 

The legislative branch is independent and in certain respects is 
coordinate, and that is in no sense disrespectful to anyone. 

Certainly I will yield. 

The Cuarrman. I will ask the Senator if there is any new or differ- 
ent evidence than we have already had, what would we gain by any 
more witnesses or hearings ? 

Senator Doveras. This was precisely the question that the chair- 
man asked last week when he closed matters down and railroaded the 
matter out onto the floor. We were not unaware of these articles in 
the San Jose papers. But until they had been verified, we did not 
wish, to give any publicity to them whatsoever lest that reflect by 
implication upon Mr. Beeson. We wanted the minority, however, 
to have an opportunity to verify and produce them. 

The Cuatrman. The chairman was never allowed to know. He was 
advised of these things in a release to the press. It is hardly fair to 
imply that we railroaded things through. 

Senator Doves. The chairman made some very ungenerous state- 
ments about the minority. He said that we were filibustering, that our 
intent was delay, and he made some very sarcastic comments about our 
friends on the left, and so on. 

The Coamman. I am sorry if I hurt their feelings. I felt sincerely 
you were attempting that. 
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Senator Doveras. Some very bitter statements were made by the 
chairman which we overlooked, but we were hoping that we would get 
deliberate consideration. That was denied. As a result this material 
developed, and the chairman himself felt further hearings were 
necessary. 

Having been wrong once, I hope that the chairman will not feel that 
he is infallibly right in the second instance. 

The Cuatrman. No, sir. 

Senator Doveias. We are not captious people. 

The CuarrMan. Let us assume he is wrong now. He is now saying 
we will finish these hearings tonight, and hear all the witnesses if they 
will present themselves, and if the committee wants a little touch of 
supper, we will recess for 15 minutes. 

Senator Doveias. If you wish to go without supper, I am ready to 
go without supper. 

The Cuarrman. I am willing to go right ahead. 

Senator Doveias. We have a mutual pact with each other in which 
we go without supper. I can go without food as long as the Senator. 

Senator Lenman. Mr. Chairman, when we brought up this question 
on the floor of the Senate yesterday, I draw attention to the fact that 
in earlier discussions within the committee, I accused majority mem- 
bers of using steamroller on the minority members, which I think was 
most unfortunate. Probably instead of expediting matters it delayed 
them very materially. The chairman indicated that these hearings 
would go along just as long as any members wanted to ask questions. 
There was not any time limit set. There was not any limit set on the 
subjects that we might want to investigate or inquire into. We under- 
stood, and I think the record will clearly show it, that we would have 
the most free opportunity to look into this matter. 

I am not urging this at the moment, but I think there might be some 
question as to the advisability of asking Mr. Davies, president of the 
Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. to appear before this committee. 
His statement is entirely at variance now with what he said a week 
ago or 10 days ago. It iscompletely at variance. I would like to know 
something about that. I certainly think we should give Mr. Randolph 
ample opportunity. 

It is quite possible that some of us on the committee may want to 
ask further questions. I am not holding that out as a promise or a 
threat, but it is quite possible. I would certainly think that it was the 
wise thing to delay further inquiry into this matter, so that the three 
absent members of the minority could be present. They undoubtedly 
left under the mistaken notion, nonetheless the very definite notion in 
their minds that this hearing would recess at 6 : 30 or about that time. 

The CuarrMan. I would be very glad to notify the absent Senators. 
I see Mr. Randolph is here. I think the best way to proceed is to ask 
Mr. Randolph to come forward and give his testimony. 

Senator Doveias. Mr. Chairman, I would like to move that we 
recess until tomorrow afternoon and seek the consent of the Senate 
to meet. I am sure there will be no objection on the part of the 
minority members to such a request. 

The CuarrmMan. It has been moved that we recess until tomorrow 
afternoon. I will have to ask the clerk to call the roll. 

The Cierx. Mr. Ives. 

The Cuarrman. No. 


re Rn 
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The Cierx. Mr. Griswold. 

The Cuarrman. No. 

The Crerx. Mr. Purtell. 

Senator Purretn. No. 

The Cierx. Mr. Goldwater. 

Senator Gotpwater. No. 

The Crerx. Mr. Cooper. 

Senator Coorrer. No. 

The Crerx. Mr. Upton. 

Senator Upron. No. 

The Crerx. Mr. Murray. 

Senator Doveias. Mr. Murray votes yes. 

The Cierk. Mr. Hill. 

Senator Doveias. Aye. 

The Crier. Mr. Neely. 

Senator Leuman. Aye. 

The Cierk. Mr. Douglas. 

Senator Doveias. Aye. 

The Crerx. Mr. Lehman. 

Senator Leuman. Aye. 

The Crerx. Mr. Kennedy. 

Senator Kennepy. Aye. 

The CrerK. The vote is 7 to 6. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Randolph, will you come and take the chair, 
please ? 

Senator Doveras. I ask that the rules be suspended to permit mem- 
bers of the committee to drink milk while the hearing is taking place. 
I suggest we go and get a bite to eat. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 


Senator Cooper. My questions are in connection with Mr. Farmer. 
How long have you known Mr. Farmer ? 

Mr. Berson. I believe to the best of my knowledge it was some time 
either at the end of 1951 or the first part of 1952, something of that 
kind. 

Senator Coorrer. In how many labor disputes have you worked with 
him? 

Mr. Berson. Sir, what I worked with Mr. Farmer on was not a 
dispute. It was a wage and salary stabilization matter, as I testified 
previously, an attempt to get a policy statement from the Board 
regarding a stock-purchase pl: un. 

The second and only other time Mr. Farmer represented us, to my 
knowledge, was a craft-severance case at Charleston, W. Va., in which 
he represented in effect both the incumbent union and the company. 


It was a dispute in the sense that another union had asked to carve 
out a unit. 


Senator Coorer. Was there any other case? 

Mr. Berson. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

Senator Cooper. Did you have any other association with him? 

Mr. Berson. I recommend Mr. Farmer as a speaker on the coast 
last year, and he gave a talk at Berkeley, Calif. It happened that I 
could not be there, and I did not even see him or talk with him. 
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Senator Cooper. Had you had any discussions with him about your 
views on matters coming before the Board or which might come before 
the Board ? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. We have talked about no case before the 
Board of any kind. He said to me, “I believe that you are like I am, 
down the middle of the road. I have confidence in your judgment.” 
That is all he said. 

Senator Coorrer. Do you have any concert or agreement upon pol- 
icy, views, or philosophy you may have concerning labor-management 
disputes or relationships ¢ 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. During that work undoubtedly I have ex- 
pressed myself in what has always been considered a liberal philoso- 
phy, generally speaking, but particularly in the last few weeks we 
have never talked about these matters. 

Senator Cooper. Is there anything at all in your work with him or 
conversations with him which impose any obligation on you or any 
feeling that you could act in concert with him ? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. 

Senator Cooper. That is all I wanted to ask. 

The Cuarrman. That is all. I will ask Mr. Randolph if he is pre- 
pared to go ahead. Have you a prepared statement, Mr. Randolph ¢ 


STATEMENT OF WOODRUFF RANDOLPH, PRESIDENT, INTERNA- 
TIONAL TYPOGRAPHICAL UNION, ACCOMPANIED BY GERHARD 
P. VAN ARKEL, COUNSEL 


Mr. Ranpotru. Yes, sir. 

The Cramman. Mr. Randolph, will you state in your own way the 
testimony you desire to give, giving us your personal background and 
your present position ¢ 

Mr. Ranpoten. I am Woodruff Randolph, president of the Inter- 
national Typographical Union. 

I desire to reply to the testimony of Mr. A. C. Beeson before the 
Senate Committee on Education and Labor as of January 22, 1954, 
and because of the fact that I must, I would like to comment extem- 
poraneously on some 5 : heard today. 

On January 22, 1954, A. C. Beeson, during hearings on his 
nomination to be a ented “ae the National Labor Relations Board, 
made some entirely unwarranted statements concerning the Interna- 
tional Typographical Union. By telegram of the same date, I 
requested the opportunity to appear in reply to these charges. 

By telegram sent from Washington, D. C., at 4:07 p. m. 

Senator LenMan. Would you mind speaking a little louder? I 
have difhculty hearing. 

Mr. Ranvourpu. By telegram on the same date, I requested an oppor- 
tunity to appear and reply to these charges. By telegram from Wash- 
ington, D. C., at 4:07 p. m. on Monday, January 25, I was notified 
by the committee that I might appear at 9 a. m. on Tuesday, January 
26, for 10 minutes or submit a written statement. 

Senator Dove.as. This is 3 days after the telegram which you sent 
to the committee ? 

Mr. Rannotrr. About 12 hours. 

Senator Doveras. You sent the telegram on the 22d, and then you 
were notified on the 25th. 
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Mr. Ranvotpen. That is right. 

Senator Doveias. That you might appear or that you were to 
appear at 9 a. m. the next morning, or some 17 hours later, or 16 
hours. 

The CHatrman. Senator Douglas, just to clear that up, I got the 
telegram from Mr. Randolph on Saturday, and the first time we could 
get to this was Monday morning. We did not know about the hearing 
on Tuesday at that time. We decided that later. Be that as it may, 
we understand that, and I want to make it clear in the record that 
you are entirely absolved from any responsibility so far as those tele- 
grams are concerned. You just did not get it. You could not get 
it. Mr. Van Arkle explained that. So I want to make it clear there 
1s no issue on that at all. 

Mr. Ranpoten. Tuesday, January 26, for 10 minutes or submit a 
written statement. 

The CuarrMan. We invited Mr. Carey to do the same thing. Mr. 
Carey testified a little longer than 10 minutes, and of course you may 
also. 

Mr. Ranpotpn, Since I was en route between Chicago and In- 
dianapolis, this telegram did not reach me until after the committee 
had voted to confirm Mr. Beeson. 

Senator Doueias. Could you say approximately when you got this 
telegram ? 

Mr. Ranvoten. I got it Tuesday morning when I got back to the 
office. 

I protest the unseemly haste with which this matter was treated 
and the inadequate opportunity afforded me to present the ITU’s 
position. In order, however, that the facts surrounding it may be 
a matter of record, I ask that this statement be incorporated in and 
printed with the record of the hearings on the nomination of Mr. 
Beeson. 

On page 12 of the record—that is the first transcript-— 

The Cuarrman,. That does not refer to the printed record we have 
before us. 

Mr. Ranpoten. At page 12 of the transcript of the record, Mr. 
Beeson, in response to questions by Senator Neely, stated that the— 





long series of fights and court actions which his union (the ITU) indulged in 
Was as much a rebellion against the law itself as it was in any case. 

This is not the proper place to analyze the litigation involving the 
ITU, which extended over a period of almost 6 years, and dealt with 
scores of highly complex issues. Suffice it to say that on most im- 
portant questions the position of the ITU, rather than the views of 
the General Counsel Denham, who prosecuted these cases, prevailed. 

Mr. Beeson appears to believe that it is rebellion for a trade union 
to take and defend legal positions, even when the result proves it 
largely correct. 

Doubtless, as a member of the NLRB, if he is confirmed, Mr. Beeson 
will consider it rebellion if a trade union appeals one of his decisions 
to the courts. 

At pages 20 and 21 of the transcript, Senator 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Randolph, I might suggest that we will have 
the right pages in the printed hearings for those references you are 
making now, so the reader will not be confused by it. 
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Mr. Ranpoirenu. There has been some change in the wording between 
the transcript and the printed record. I would like this to appear 
specifically referring to the transcript so my testimony will not be 
contrary to the printed record. 

At pages 20 and 21 of the transcript, Senator Neely inquired: 

You [Beeson] still feel that the prosecution, generally speaking, of the Typo- 
graphical Union [by Denham] has been proper? 

Beeson answered, “Generally speaking, yes.” 

And he added that he “generally favored the manner in which 
Denham enforced the law.” 

General Counsel Denham, as has been repeatedly made clear to the 
committee, caused 9 separate complaints to be issued against the 
ITU and held 4 lengthy hearings on them. All these hearings dealt 
with identical issues and evidence. It was a shameful effort, un- 
paralleled in the history of American administrative law, to deny 
the ITU its day in court by overwhelming it with a sheer mass of 
litigation and expense. 

Not satisfied with that, he twice sought, through an injunction and 
contempt action, to cut off strike benefits to members of the ITU 
at Chicago, Ill. Though he twice failed, the episode demonstrates 
the extent to which he was the willing tool of employers in strike- 
breaking activities. 

Senator Doveras. I would like to follow that up, if I may. The 
court refused to grant an injunction in Chicago on the question of 
shutting off the strike benefits ? 

Mr. Ranpoten. The court refused to grant the prayer of the in- 
junction that the union be compelled to discontinue strike benefits 
in Chicago. 

Senator Dovctas. And it refused to hold you in contempt? 

Mr. Ranvotreu. The court held me in civil contempt in several in- 
stances of contract interpretation, because I had not or the union had 
not complied completely with Denham’s idea of what we should bar- 
gain for. The injunction compelled us to knuckle down to Denham’s 
opinion upon everything we might ask for in a contract, a most shame- 
ful thing. 

The court did refuse to cut off strike benefits, which was one of 
the prayers in the injunction and contempt suits. But this, then, it 
appears, is Mr. Beeson’s view of an impartial administration of the 
statute. 

Senator Neely was entirely correct in his statement that— 

He [Denham] was the greatest menace to labor that has ever held office in 
the United States. 


Additionally, Mr. Beeson’s testimony showed that he had beaten 
a union at a plant by “free speeching” it to death; that he obtained 
his appointment through Chairman Farmer of the NLRB who had 
previously, while in private practice, represented his firm; and that he 
has, for 15 years, been on the management side of labor problems. 

At page 18 of the transcript of record, he observed that, “You 
covld say, if you like, that I was a union buster.” 

We trust the members of the Senate will defeat this nomination 
on the floor. 

That is the text of the statement I prepared at the conclusion of 
reading the testimony as of January 22, 1954. It is well known, of 
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course, to the members of the committee, each of whom has a port- 
folio of voluminous testimony given before this committee over the 
years, in which the full intent and purposes of the International 
Typographical Union were made crystal clear. 

There is no reason why any member of the committee who is a new 
member might not have the same portfolio. I will be glad to supply 
it to them. All of the testimony, all of the proceedings of our con- 
ventions over the years, all of the court information that went on are 
in that portfolio. Here we have a man who seeks to have a position 
on the National Labor Relations Board who admits he is a country 
boy in a big city, and does not know the meaning of the word “rebel- 
lion,” and he does not understand what the word “expect” means. 

One little word in a decision of the National Labor Relations Board 
can kill off the International Typographical Union, just one little 
word that the American Newspaper Publishers Association counsel 
testified before this committee he has been seeking for years to inject 
in the enforcement of the Taft-Hartley law; just one little word can 
get by that country boy and he can exercise his judgment to reverse 
the decisions of the Board that stand confirmed by the courts of 
this land, and cause us again to proceed indefinitely in court procedure 
for another 6 years to attain the status of just being allowed to live 
that we have as of today. 

Let me say that in his testimony today, and in his testimony on 
January 22, when he said that he interpreted the law to mean that 
he had some free speech, that contrary to established precedent of the 
law, he proceeded to exercise the right of free speech, and subsequently 
the court upheld him in part of it and subsequently the Board has 
upheld him in some more of it so he can free-speech some more unions 
to death, or anybody else can. 

Free speech ‘where you have a captive audience at a plant’s dicta- 
tion is not free speech. ‘The employer owns the plant. The concep- 
tion is a property-owner conception. He owns the plant. He hires 
the men. He pays them their wages. He can summon them to a 
meeting, and he can enforce his will on them so that they will listen 
to what he has to say about not joining a union. 

That is the conception of free speech that has been testified to here 
that he used, and he used it at a time when the precedents were against 
him. 

Compare that, if you please, with his charge of rebellion against me 
because the International Typographical Union did not accept 

Senator Purrety. May I ask a question? Were you held in con- 
tempt of court in regard to the National Labor Relations Board and 
your unwillingness to accept the decisions of the court and the Board ? 
Were you held in contempt ? 

Mr. Ranpotru. Senator, the union and the officers were held in civil 
contempt because we had submitted certain contract provisions in pro- 
posed contracts which Mr. Denham did not approve and which later 
the Board ruled we had a right to submit. Make the most of that 
contempt. 

Senator Purreiy. I am simply trying to develop this whole thing. 

Mr. Ranpotru. I am right with you until midnight, Senator. I 
am full of this. 

Senator Purrett. What is that? 











154 





NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 


Mr. Ranvotrn. I said I will be with you until midnight if you 
want to stay here, because I am so full of the kind of pressure, the 
kind of persecution that the Denham crowd, that Mr. Beeson approves, 
put upon the International Typographical Union. I say that here is 
a man who, while he admits that he does not know the essentials of 
this litigation, has formed an opinion which he expressed by way of 
“rebellion” attributed to us, and further he said that I as the president 
of the international union took an attitude that everything had to be 

s I wanted it to be or else I would not go along with anything, or 
wands to that effect. I do not have the record. 

It was another re ee ‘e to the idea that the International Typo- 
graphical Union was wrong. 

I say the whole litigation over 6 years time proved that we were 
right except in some fairly inconsequential provisions, and if you like 
I will tell you what those were. 

We proved ourselves right over Denham. We knew more about the 
law than Denham did, and the Board and the courts approved our 
position. The few inconsequential points that we were lost on were 
some of them a shame to the jurisprudence of this Nation, because they 
injected thought control into our Jaw. Not once in 6 years, not once 
did anybody bring an employer up who said we attempted to discrimi- 
nate against nonunion people. Not once was there a nonunion man 
ever brought forward to testify that we even tried to discriminate 
against him. Not once in all of those 6 years. Yet we were enjoined 
from putting in our contract, and insisting on it, a 60-day cancella- 
tion clause because some time, somewhere, some nonunion man might 
be discriminated against by some employer, and that we might cancel 
the contract to compel him to do it—a principle of thought contro] 
that is a shame on the statute books of this country. That is one of 
the points. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Randolph, I can see that you do not favor 
the appointment of Mr. Beeson. You are going to be before us to- 
morrow discussing the President’s recommendations on Taft-Hartley. 
For the benefit of my colleagues here who have had a long hard day, 
do you want to testify further with regard to Mr. Beeson, or do you 
feel you have made your point? I feel you have made it very well. 
There is no question in our minds that you feel that Mr. Beeson should 
not be appointed. We have to weigh all the testimony. I am just 
wondering whether you want to go on. There is another gentleman 


waiting here to testify tonight. I do not want to hurry you. If 


you want to talk further, it is your privilege. 

Mr. Ranpouirn. Senator, I do not want to be a burden to anyone. 

The CHatrman. We gave you time tomorrow morning. We are 
meeting with you tomorrow at 9:30. 

Mr. Ranpoupu. The thing that I would like to add, however, is that 
it is -_ plain that we have a tremendous stake in what comes out 
of the National Labor Relations Board, a tremendous stake. It is 
either life or death for a craft union. Here is a man who is so loose 
with his language that he says we rebelled, when we followed all the 
rules of the courts, all the rules of the Board, never violated any of 
them knowingly, and proved ourselves right in the end. Here is 
man who has accepted propaganda from the American Newspaper 
Publishers Association. He has read the papers of the other party 
to this litigation. He has read the papers, he has formed an opinion. 
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He is so careless that he comes before a committee of the caliber and 
weight of this committee and expresses an opinion about the Inter- 
national Typographical Union that is detrimental and hurts that or- 
ganization and is bound to reflect upon it. 

If he carries with him those ideas on the National Labor Relations 
Board, what is going to happen to the International Typographical 
Union? 

Senator, I understand that the hearing tomorrow at which I am 
permitted to testify, for which I am grateful, is confined to discussing 

2650, or whatever it is. 

The CuairmMan. Proposed amendments to the Taft-Hartley law. 

Mr. Ranvouru. I realize that in discussing that I will not be able 
to go very far, but this point as to the acceptability on the Board of 
a man who has changed his story as often as Mr. Beeson changed it 
here today does not indicate the kind of mental stability that is needed 
there. 

As to impartiality, he shows that he cannot be impartial. 

The CuatrrmMan. Senator Goldwater. 

Senator Gotpwarter. I hate to interrupt you at this point, but I did 
want to inject something here that I think explains the statement of 
Mr. Beeson when he said on page 23 in referring to you, “I felt he was 
rebelling against the act.” That is that the statement that you object 
to. Iam reading this from the hearings before the 81st Congress on 
S. 249. On page 1447 of those hearings Senator Taft read this into 
the record. It was a resolution. I believe you probably remember 
that episode. It was a resolution attributed to your organization 
which said: 

It will be our policy to refrain from signing contracts in order that we avoid 
agreeing or seeming to agree or voluntarily accepting the conditions created by 
such a relationship under the Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947. Our 
members may accept employment only from employers who are willing to em- 
ploy them under the conditions of employment which the several unions adopt 
after approval of the executive council of the ITU. A conditions-of-employment 
form which must be used by all unions and which is uniform except for local 
seales and practices has been printed for the convenience and use of all subordi- 
nate unions. The form sets out the conditions under which our members offer 
their service. 

Would you comment on this first statement, which is attributed to 
your resolution: 

It will be our policy to refrain from signing contracts in order that we avoid 
agreeing or seeming to agree or voluntarily accepting the conditions created by 
such a relationship under the Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947. 

Then on the next page Senator Taft—I think you knew him to be 
a very sober, quiet individual, used the word “defiance” in connection 
with your attitude toward this law. Senator Taft said, and I quote, 
“Your official statement which can only be interpreted in my mind as 
a defiance of the law,” in view of that, frankly even if I knew no more 
about it than Mr. Beeson could know, I think rebelling and defiance 
are pretty much the same, and do you not agree that is a pretty strong 
statement to come from a labor leader, that you are not going to follow 
the law of the United States ? 

Mr. Ranpoipeu. That is not a statement to that effect, Senator, and 
please permit me to straighten you out on that. 

Senator Gorpwater. Lam only reading what appears in the reeord. 
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Mr. Ranvotpxu. When the Taft-Hartley law was adopted in 1947— 
that was at our convention in 1947, shortly after the law became effec- 
tive—all the labor lawyers and labor leaders of the country were 
scared to death. There was a meeting of some 50 lawyers in this city 
from around the country who had been specializing in labor law. 
They discussed the impact of that law, and the publicity that Denham 
was the czar of labor from then on. They discussed the ways that they 
might avoid being torn up by Denham’s activities as czar over labor. 

This plan of not having any contracts, which would eliminate the 
necessity of being dismembered at Denham’s will, was placed before 
those 54 lawyers, and they approved it as being sound law, that no 
one can be compelled to make a contract that he does not want to make. 
That is supposed to be American policy. 

The convention of the ITU envisioning a tremendous cutting up of 
the organization by the Taft-Hartley law, passed that law and made it 
a part of the law of the union that they would rather not have con- 
tracts, they would rather work at the published conditions of employ- 
ment of the employer, or the published conditions of employment of 
the union if the employer wanted us to name them. If agreeable to 
him, they would be the rules under which we would work. 

That was at the convention in 1947, and immediately Denham got 
out to making speeches that “you cannot do that, you are going to have 
to sign contracts.” Immediately we changed our policy completely 
and Senator Taft did not read the part of the law that says that the 
employer could impose those conditions. 

Immediately we had to hire some lawyers. We never hired any 
before. We still have the same two lawyers. From the very first case 
that came up before the National Labor Relations Board, which was in 
Baltimore in 1947, the International Typographical Union local 
unions, presented to the employer a proposed contract, and it was like 
pulling teeth to get the employers ever to propose one to the union. 

Senator Gotpwater. I oS not want you to interpret what I read to 
you as my criticism of what you did in your union. That is up to you. 
But I asked you as a fair-minded man or anybody else, if you do not 
think a statement like that, which is a rather violent statement, could 
be construed as a rebellious statement or a defiant statement or a strong 
statement. 

Mr. Ranpoteu. How could that be, Senator, when under American 
law a person has a right to make a contract or not to make one. We 
proposed not to make contracts because of the apparent hazards that 
contracts in labor relations would put upon our heads. We conceived 
that without contracts we would not be hurt by a lot of the things that 
we would be if we had contracts. That was a perfectly American 
choice to not make contracts. 

Senator Gotpwater. I do not want to belabor the point any further. 
I merely wanted to inject that to show that there is good ground for 
anybody interpreting those words to draw that conclusion. 

I have one other question I want to ask and that is all: Did Mr. 
Van Arkel represent the ITU as a lawyer before the Board in 1949, 
1950, and 1951? 

Mr. Ranvotrnu. Yes, sir. He has represented us continuously since 
1947. 

The CuarrmMan. I want to give the gentlemen on the other side a 
chance. 
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Senator Lenman. I would like to say if it has been decided to hear 
Mr. Randolph tomorrow at the time we also have discussion of the 
‘Taft-Hartley Act, I would ask that any testimony which he may 
offer—may I have the chairman’s attention—I would ask that any 
testimony that he may offer with regard to this nomination or any 
further statement that he wishes to make be included in the record 
of this hearing rather than the record of the Taft-Hartley hearing? 

The Cuairman. I co not know whether that is quite a proper way 
to put it, because I have given Mr. Randolph every opportunity to 
elaboriite his statement in any way he wants to, without going into 
a long further discussion on this tomorrow, which would throw our 
schedule out again. We have given Mr. Randolph a special place 
tomorrow morning. IT have asked Mr. Randolph to be here at 9: 30 so 
we can take care of him. 

Senator Leuman. If Mr. Randolph has anything further to say, 
then I think we should give him the privilege of continuing the hear- 
ing tonight. 

The CuarrMan. I will go as long as he wants to tonight. He will 
be given the privilege of filing any statement he wants to on this mat- 
ter. The record will have it. We want it for the record. It does 
not gain anything to keep on postponing our other witnesses and hold- 
ing up our Taft-Hartley, and everything we are trying to do. Mr. 
Randolph has had over a half-hour now. Originally I said we would 
be glad to hear him for 10 minutes. I will stay here tonight as long 
as he wants to talk. I do not see what we will gain by it. We know 
his position. 

Senator Lenman. May I ask Mr. Randolph, then, whether he will 
file a supplemental statement on this subject, expressing himself in 
such a way as may seem appropriate ? 

Mr. Ranpourpn. If I may be permitted, I would be glad to do that. 

Senator Lenman. And that will be included in the record of this 
hearing. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. You may file any statement. If it is not 
ready tonight, file it tomorrow, and it will be put in the record of 
this hearing. 

Mr. Ranponpu. There are some things I would like to clear up, 
because the record does have these quotations by Senator Taft. He 
used the word “defiance.” He is the one who started that out. That 
was his conception of our attitude. That was not the attitude that 
we had. We complied in every specific detail. The things we were 
found in civil contempt for were washed out by the decision of the 
Board upholding our position. 

Senator Gotpwater. I merely injected this to show how I think 
any individual reading the newspapers, reading the record of the trial, 
could judge your action—you do not seem to be defiant—could judge 
vour action to be defiant, strong, rebellious, or any word you want to 
use like that. 

I also suggest that you are not the first individual who has made 
statements like that against law. I think both sides of the fence have 
been strong in their protestations of different laws and different parts 
of laws. It is not said in condemnation of you. I merely want to 
point out for the record how any man could come up with an idea 
that you were rebellious. 
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Mr. Ranpoten. But, Senator, isn’t it our American heritage that 
we can criticize laws, that we can criticize judges, that we can criticize 
Senators, that we can criticize the President of the United States‘! 
It is our heritage. We can do this and as long as we comply with the 
laws we are not criminals. 

Senator Gotpwarer. I suggest to you it is the same right of any 
American citizen to construe your acts as they see fit. 

Mr. Ranpotrn. I do not quarrel with that. 

Senator Gotpwater. All right. That is fine. 

Mr. Ranpotrn. But when somebody takes propaganda instead of 
facts and spreads that on the record here, where he seeks to get a 
job in a quasi-judicial capacity, that can affect the lives and destinies 
of all unions in the country, I say that is not the kind of man that 
ought to have the job. 

With that, and the understanding I can file a statement, I will not 
continue. 

Senator Lenman. It will be included in the record? 

(The statement referred to was not received at the time the hearings 
were printed.) 

The Cuarrman. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Van Arxet. May I take 30 seconds as a matter of personal 
privilege? I think I know why Senator Goldwater asked the ques- 
tion about my representing the ITU. I was, from 1950 until 1952, 
the counsel for the Senate District Committee. Before I took that 
job, I checked with two of my predecessors on the committee. I 
checked with the Department of Justice and I checked the statutes 
extremely carefully on the question of conflict of interest. From 
the time that I took that job with the Senate committee, neither 
my partner nor I, nor anyone in my firm, accepted any ms iter involv- 
ing any claim against the Federal Government. The accurac y of 
that interpretation of the law was most recently reached in the case 
of Mr. Bergson. 

During that entire period neither my partner nor myself took any 
legal matters involving the District of Columbia of any kind what- 
soever, whether or not a claim was involved. So any innuendo which 
might be derived from the Senator’s question, I would like to have 
made absolutely clear on the record at this point. 

The Cuarrman. We are glad to have your statement, Mr. Van Arkel. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Randolph. If you will have your state- 
ment here, we will see that it gets hooked on the minutes of this 
particular hearing. 

Mr. Ranpoteu. Thank you. 

The Cuarmman. We made an agreement to attempt to reach our 
absent Senators Neely and Hill, but without success. We cannot seem 
to reach them. Their offices do not give us any indication of where 
we might reach them. I think there is no prejudice to either Senator 
Neely or Senator Hill by the testimony that Mr. Randolph has given. 

The remaining witness is Mr. David Feller, Assistant General Coun- 
sel, for Mr. Robert Oliver for the CIO. I just received a telegram at 
the meeting today requesting appearance for the CIO, which I will 
insert in the record at this point. 
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(The telegram referred to follows :) 


WASHINGTON, D.C., February 1, 1954. 
Hon. H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Capitol Building. 

We understand that the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare has 
scheduled a further hearing with respect to the nomination of Albert Beeson 
as a member of the National Labor Relations Board. The Congress of Industrial 
Organizations respectively requests that we be given an opportunity to present 
our views with respect to this nomination at this hearing. 

We are definitely of the opinion that recent developments demonstrate that 
Mr. Beeson is not qualified by background, experience or temperament for ap- 
pointment to this quasi-judicial agency of the Government. 

Furthermore, it appears plainly that he is disqualified by reason of a conflict 
of interests between his status as an employee on leave from his industrial 
employ and his proposed status as a member of the National Labor Relations 
Board. 

To date, labor has not been given any opportunity by this commitee to state 
in detail its objections to Mr. Beeson’s appointment, and we think the public 
interest requires that such an opportunity be afforded us. 

RoBerT OLIVER, 
Director, CIO Legislative Committee. 


The CHarRMAN. We are very glad to hear you. It is late, but go 
ahead in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID E. FELLER, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, 
CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. Fewier. I will attempt, Mr. Chairman, to be as brief as possible. 

The Crarrman. First the background of who you are and your 
connection with the business before us. 

Mr. Fe.uer. I am assistant general counsel for the Congress of In- 
dustrial Organizations. Mr. Robert Oliver, whose signature is on the 
telegram which the chairman has, is chairman of the legislative com- 
mittee of the CIO. I am not assistant general counsel for Mr. Oliver. 

The Cuarrman. My mistake. 

Mr. Fetirr. I am appearing here for the CIO. I will attempt to 
be as brief as possible. I have a statement by Mr. Arthur Goldberg 
which he would have presented to you in person if he could, and I 
will read it to you. It is one page and a half. Then I would like 
to add something which I think is new here in connection with the 
testimony which took place this afternoon. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR J. GOLDBERG, GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE CONGRESS OF INDUS- 


TRIAL ORGANIZATIONS ON THE NOMINATION OF ALBERT C, BEESON TO THE NATIONAL 
LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


On behalf of the CIO, I wish to renew our objections to the appointment of 
Mr. Albert C. Beeson as a member of the National Labor Relations Board. 

Mr. James B. Carey, the secretary-treasurer of the CIO, testified before this 
committee last week, and at that time stated our position with respect to this 
appointment. Events which have occurred since Mr. Carey’s testimony rein- 
force our conviction that Mr. Beeson’s appointment would not be in the public 
interest. 

I refer specifically to the substantial doubts which have been created as to 
whether Mr. Beeson has completely severed his employment relationship with 
his employer, the Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. 

According to the San Jose Mercury, a reputable newspaper in the community, 
which supported his appointment, both the company and Mr. Beeson, at the time 
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the appointment was announced, issued statements that Mr. Beeson will be on 
leave of absence from the company during the entire term of his service on the 
Board. 

Mr. Beeson has testified that he has no agreement requiring him to return 
to the company. This testimony, however, does not deny the fact, which has 
now come to light, that his status will be that of an employee on leave of absence 
with the option to return if he so desires. Obviously, since contracts for per- 
sonal services cannot be specifically enforced, no man in our free country can 
be required to work or to return to work against his will. The real issue which 
has developed is that Mr. Beeson apparently retains his status as an employee, 
enjoying the right to return to work, if he desires, as a representative of man- 
agement in dealing with labor. This obviously conflicts in interest with the 
obligation which he would assume as a member of the Board, to deal with labor 
and management as a representative of the public. 

Belated explanations concerning this conflict of interest cannot eradicate from 
the minds of American wage earners the doubt, which is fortified by the tenor 
of Mr. Beeson’s testimony, of his ability to administer the law fairly. Since 
no candidate for membership on the Board should be in the position of appearing 
to be biased and since Mr. Beeson does so appear, we urge that this nomination 
be rejected. 

That is the conclusion of Mr. Goldberg’s statement and I want to 
underline some aspects of that in light of what has happened here this 
afternoon. 

Mr. Beeson said again, and Mr. Davies’ telegram repeats, that he 
has no agreement that he would return, I think that the exact phrase- 
ology of Mr. Davies’ telegram to the chairman, there is no agreement 
that Mr. Beeson would return. 

However, I suggest to the committee that it is highly unusual for a 
man who has negotiated labor contracts with 42 unions, and since he 
has negotiated with them repeatedly that must mean several hundred 
labor contracts, not to understand the very simple difference, which 
every man in that capacity knows—and I have negotiated many less 
labor contracts than Mr. Beeson presumably has—between a man who 
quits and resigns and a man who takes a leave of absence. I do not 
know what has been in the contracts that Mr. Beeson negotiated, but I 
would hazard a guess that at least some of them have provisions con- 
cerning leave of ‘absence, and that everybody in the business of nego- 
tiating labor contracts knows what a leave of absence is; that is, a 
man who leaves but retains his status as an employee with the right to 
return if he so desires. He has no obligation to return, but he can. 

Commonly in labor matters or negotiations we provide for 6 months’ 
leave of absence. That is a common provision. 

We commonly provide also that pension rights will remain in abey- 
ance during that period of leave of absence, but it can be resumed and 
picked up if the man returns within the period of the leave of absence. 

On the contrary, pension agreements usually provide that if you 
resign, then your rights termin: ute the minute you resign. 

I suggest that the testimony today of Mr. Beeson has been a little 
less than clear as to which of these two fairly well defined statuses 
he now occupies or it was expected he would occupy at the time both 
he and the company apparently announced he was taking a leave of 
absence. 

It is on that basis, which has been reinforced by what has happened 
this afternoon, that we suggest there is a conflict of interests. 

As to this conflict of interests, Mr. Beeson considers that we or some 
persons who have opposed his confirmation, say that he canont be 
objective, honest, or free from prejudice. It was also said that we 
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seem to imply that no businessman can serve the public interest in 
public office. 

We make no such implication. However, there is a difference be- 
tween the ordinary kind of job which a businessman may come to 
Washington to perform, as many have, and sitting on a quasi-judicial 
board to adjudicate disputes between labor and management. 

I suggest that Mr. Beeson would have a lot of trouble with his em- 
ployers if in arbitration cases with the union he agreed that a union 
official could act as the arbitrator. I have never known a company to 
do that. Yet an arbitrator under a labor contract has much less dis- 
cretion than a member of the National Labor Relations Board be- 
cause that is a quasi-judicial agency, which means that they not only 
adjudicate under the law, but make policy within the confines of the 
broad directives which Congress sets for them. 

I suggest that we do not at all say that a businessman cannot serve 
the Government honestly, objectively, and fairly. We do suggest that 
a person who maintains the kind of connection that he does with an 
employer as a person dealing with labor from the management point 
of view is not a proper person to sit as an arbitrator with policy powers 
in disputes between labor and management. 

That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions of the witness? 

Senator Gotpwater. I just want to once again correct the record, 
I know you did not intend this to be a misstatement, but these pension 
funds are controlled by the Treasury Department. This is not any- 
thing that a union or a company can do. 

In my business, I have a profit-sharing retirement pension plan. 
You do not participate in that until after you have worked 2 years, 
If you quit after 2 years, you are entitled to some of the money, not 
all of that. If you are fired for cause at any time after 6 years, you 
are entitled to something, so I do not want to have put into the record 
and stay there that the company can at their own discretion turn 
around and violate the Federal law on pensions. 

When we say that a 6 months’ period has gone by, during which 
time he can come back, that is an accepted part of most all pension 
plans. However, after that time the law is very specific and it is not 
the same. 

Mr. Fetter. J do not know the details of Mr. Beeson’s pension plan, 
but I do not think we are talking about the individual’s contribution 
here. In a coutributory pension plan of the type that Mr. Beeson 
presumably has, you have contributions by the employer and contribu- 
tions by the employee. It is normally provided that where an em- 
ploye quits, if it is a vested-type plan, he can get his money. The 
employer’s money goes back into the fund. The employer does not 
get it, but it goes back into the fund. If the employee comes back 
later, there is no company money standing to his credit. 

On the other hand, if the employee takes a leave of absence, the 
company money standing to his credit stays to his credit. 

I suggest that in any pension plan which has such a provision, there 
must be a definition or an understanding of the difference between 
a resignation and a leave of absence, and all we are pointing out here 
is that, as far as we understand it, Mr. Beeson has taken a leave of 








162 NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 





absence, and that is not the same as a resignation under any labor con- 
tract I have ever heard of. 

Senator Gotpwarer. It is a variance of opinion. That it all 
amounts to. 

I did not want to leave in the record that it was up to any company 
to tamper with the contents. 

Mr. Fetrer. I would agree. That is not something at the will of 
the company, but depends upon the status and the understanding 
when the person leaves and the company has no option about it. 

Therefore I suggest if Mr. Beeson does have these rights as a per- 
sonal leave of absence, there has been a decision by the people con- 
cerned that he is on leave of absence and that he has not resigned. 

Senator Gotpwater. I have one other question, Mr. Chairman. 

To your memory, have you or the general counsel of the CIO ap- 
peared on previous appointments in protest to the appointment! Is 
this the first time you have appeared against an appointment, to your 
memory ¢ 

Mr. Feirr. It is the first time I, personally, have appeared in pro- 
test against an appointment. I cannot speak for Mr. Goldberg. I 
do not think he has appeared in protest against any appointment to 
the National Labor Relations Board during the last several years, and 
may I say that there are many appointments we do not protest of peo- 
ple whom we do not regard as prolabor persons. We did not protest 
the appointment of Mr. Farmer. There have been many appointments 
of people whom we did not regard as prolabor persons, but who, we 
believed on the basis of their backer ound, would attempt to do within 
their lights, an impartial job of adjudicating disputes between labor 
and management, and whose backgrounds were not such that we felt 
that they could not exercise the arbitrator’s kind of judgment on that 
kind of a dispute. 

Senator Purre.y. I have not talked to Mr. Beeson about this, but 
sitting up here I was wondering whether if one had an opportunity for 
a participation in this pension and one had not been quite sure as to 
whether or not after having come down to Washington he was going 
tostay. He is not presently serving anybody, the Government or any- 
one else. He can, incidentally, decide that he wants to cut himself 
off from that pension any time within 6 months. 

I am not so sure that a fellow might not feel that he owed it to his 
family. I donot know. He is not working for anybody at the present 
time. 

It seems to me that at least I might think I would run into condi- 
tions that I might not like and I might want tochange my mind. IT am 
not so sure that a fellow would not think twice up until the time he was 
assured of his job and retain his interest to the extent that he can in 
this 6 months. 

Senator Krennepy. If you do not really know about the question 
that has been raised about Mr. Beeson’s pension, it probably would be 
more worthwhile to ask Mr. Beeson the details. It seems to me that 
seems to be the one area which is left rather incomplete. Then we 
could have the benefit of his position instead of going back and forth 
without really knowing what Mr. Beeson’s position is. 

The Caateman. I think it is a good suggestion. I think when Mr. 
Beeson comes back, we will ask him that question. 
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Mr. Feller, I thank you for your suggestions, and we have the benefit 
of your testimony. 

Mr. Fetter. Thank you. 

The CHarrMan. Senator Kennedy / 

Senator Kennepy. I do not want to call Mr. Beeson. Perhaps he 
would like the opportunity of stating his position. 

The CHairMan. Senator Kennedy, do you want to ask some ques- 
tions now that Mr. Beeson has come to the table ? 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON, NOMINATED 
TO BE A MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 
BOARD 


Senator Kennepy. This question has been raised by the last witness 
and I thought perhaps you might clarify for the committee exactly 
your relation with the company in regard to your pension. I know 
it has been gone into in some detail with Senator Hill, but I do think 
perhaps it could be explained a little more fully. 

Mr. Berson. Senator Kennedy, as Mr. Oliver very well explained, 
a normal pension plan provides, and ours does as a contributory plan, 
that if the employee resigns, quits, or is discharged before he has 
achieved a 10-year service in 1 case and 15 years in another, he will 
lose the company’s share or a portion of the company’s share. Up to 
10 years he will lose all of it, and retain, of course, his own. 

The plan provides also, as was suggested—most of them do—that 
if he should be on some type of leave of absence, military service, Gov- 
ernment service, or whatever, all contributions to that plan shall 
cease, that he shall retain all the contributions that he has made if he 
wishes, and he will receive interest on that money, that the company’s 
money—it is all commingled in a fund—or perhaps I should say his 
credit will continue or be retained without any additional moneys be- 
ing placed in the fund for a period of 6 months. If he returns after 
6 months, then the fund which has been kept intact will, from that 
point, continue to receive contributions from both the company and 
the employee. 

The Cuarmman. You meant if he returned before the 6 months were 
up ¢ 

Mr. Bergson. Yes, that is right, prior to the end of 6 months; so that 
it became important for everyone, because he has earned that money 
in the past, to have a chance to return it on that technicality and peo- 
ple who have been released for Government service, as Mr. Davies said, 
are released on a leave of absence on that technicality. That is the 
only form of leave of absence. Everything else is a complete sever- 
ance. That is in order to see that those numbers of years of company 
contribution which has been compensation is retained. Is that clear? 

Senator Kennepy. If you go into a leave of absence and within 6 
months you return to the company, in the time you are away your 
money and the company’s money gets 2 percent interest. I mean the 
company’s contribution during the years you have been with the 
company gets 2 percent interest. 

Mr. Berson. The fund might be making more. It might be 3 per- 
cent. 

Senator Kennepy. What happens after 6 months? Say you are 
away 8 months. 
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Mr. Berson. If you are away 8 months, it is my understanding 
if you do not return after 6 months you lose the company’s contribu- 
tion unless the leave is renewed. 

Senator Kennepy. If you resign from the company, and do not re- 
turn to the company, and you are away for more than 6 months, and 
your pension is less than 10 years, is it not a fact that you lose all the 
company’s contribution / 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. It seems to me that what has happened here is 
the difference between a leave of absence and resigning is of the great- 
est importance to you, that it is to your interest not to resign from the 
company, but to hope that Mr. Davies and the company will renew 
your leave of absence after 6 months as this thing goes to December, 
and then that you will return to the company so that you will be able 
to maintain the company’s investment in your pension right. Is that 
i misstatement of the fact ? 

Mr. Berson. I do not think it is, but I suggest that it might be ask- 
ing a good deal of a citizen to take less income, to break up his family, 
and then give away 6 years of contribution. 

Senator Kennepy. I agree completely with that. It would be an 
unreasonable request because of your desire for public service to not 
only take the cut in salary but to also give up your pension rights. It 
seems to me that is the heart of the matter. It is the reason why we 
have had this discussion about expecting to go back to your company. 
It is the reason why Mr. Davies used the words “leave of absence.” 

It is the explanation, it seems to me, of this whole dispute. You have 
a vested interest in returning to the company. You have a vested 
interest in seeing your term go to December, and Mr. Davies extending 
your leave of absence, and therefore it does seem to me to introduce 
the conflict of interest. 

Mr. Berson. However, the choice then becomes whether you wish to 
give that up in that period, but in the meantime how are you going to 
get people to come and devote their services to Government if you not 
only harass them, if you not only embarrass them, if you not only pay 
them less and compensate them less, but suggest that they give up 
things they have earned in the past? You understand, I am sure, there 
is no contribution going on from the company during that service. 

Senator Kennepy. On the other hand, Mr. Beeson, and I understand 
your point of view, and I would not expect you to give up your pension 
rights, but this whole question came up with Mr. Wilson, and you sug- 
gest that we are anxious to appoint to a very sensitive Board someone 
against whom no charge can be made. If we vote for your approval 
with this situation, it seems to me we are most vulnerable to the charge 
that we appointed someone who had a great obligation. You just 
suggested the extent of your obligation to a company, to a business 
enterprise, that your whole pension right and the whole company’s 
contribution to your pension depends upon Mr. Davies renewing at 
the end of 6 months your leave of absence, or otherwise you are going 
to be obliged to resign from the Board and go back to the company 
before the 6 months are up. It seems to me that that is a serious situa- 
tion. It seems to me that is what the whole problem is. I want to make 
it clear to you I am making no attacks on your integrity, and I do not 
think any member of the Democratic committee is, but we have a 
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responsibility, and however honest you may be in your desire to do the 
job fairly, there is, it seems to me, a conflict of interest in this case. 

The Cuarrman. Would it be possible for you to furnish a copy of 
the pension plan for the record so we can see it ? 

Would it be possible for you to get that from the company ? 

Mr. Berson. Certainly, it would be. 

Senator Dove.as. I move that the chairman, on behalf of the com- 
mittee, request the Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., to furnish this 
committee with all correspondence and other documents in its posses- 
sion, or in the possession of its agents or affiliates, which are pertinent 
or have reference to the status of Mr. Beeson’s pension or retirement 
rights under the corporation’s retirement plan, including a copy of 
that plan. I also move that an official representative of the Food 
Machinery & Chemical Corp., who is qualified to testify on these mat- 
ters, be asked to appear before the committee, and that he bring the 
aforesaid documents with him. 

The CHarrMAn. Gentlemen, you have heard the motion. 

My suggestion was that we ask Mr. Beeson to furnish a copy of the 
pension plan. 

It seems to me that that would clarify the particular point. How- 
ever, the Senator from Lllinois has presented a more extensive request. 
I asked Mr. Beeson if it was possible to get a statement of the pension 
plan for the record so we would have the exact plan before us. 

I think, Senator Douglas, that the bulk of that was in the telegram 
that Senator Murray sent to Mr. Davies. I think we are in the process 
of receiving that now. I am not sure. 

Senator Dovueias. Without going into the question of historical 
origin or the exegesis of that motion, may I say that what I am moving 
is that the chairman ask the Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., to 
furnish this committee with all correspondence and other documents 
in its possession, or in the possession of its agents, or affiliates, which 
are pertinent or have reference to the status of Mr. Beeson’s pension 
or retirement rights under the corporation’s retirement plan, including 
a copy of that plan; and I also move that an official representative of 
the Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., who is qualified to testify on 
these matters, be asked to appear before the committee, and that he 
bring the aforesaid documents with him. 

Senator Purrrtz. May I inquire of the Senator from Illinois if 
that was not the same request made by Senator Murray by telegram 
which you are reading now ? 

Senator Dove.as. To the best of my knowledge, it is not. 

The Cuatrman. I am trying to avoid further hearings, because I 
think we have heard ourselves out and it is time, I think, that this mat- 
ter be concluded. It is going to be argued on the floor, anyway. I 
want to get all the evidence we need. 

I suggest, Senator Douglas, that we can take your program and 
request that an explanation of these documents be sent to the com- 
mittee. I do not see why we need a witness to explain further. 

Senator Dovetas. The question was asked by my good friend from 
Connecticut as to whether this was not identical with the request of 
Senator Murray on January 29. 

I will read this copy of Senator Murray’s telegram, a copy of which 
] will give to my friend. 
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The pertinent passages read : 


Also please airmail special copies any other documents in your file relative 
te leave of absence granted Mr. Beeson relative to discontinuance or suspension 
of his employment by you, and/or relative to appointment of Mr. Philbrook to 
Mr. Beeson’s former position. 

It did not deal specifically with the question of the pension. We 
are now pinpointing the question of the pension. I think Senator 
Kennedy is correct on the question of the company’s contributions and 
the degree to which Mr. Beeson will or will not lose them upon return. 
It clears up a lot of confusion, that under a leave of absence probably 
he would not lose them, but under resignation he would lose them, and 
that this may account for some of the confusion in the statements 
that have been made. 

In order to make this crystal clear, I think we should not only 
have the documents, but I think we should have an official whom 
we can query about the documents, because documents are very cold 
things. 

The CHarrman. Would the Senator be willing to put his motion 
into two parts, so we can vote on both parts? I certainly support the 
first part, but I am trying to avoid calling any more witnesses. 

Senator Dove as. I want it considered integrally. You will re- 
member Solomon dealt with this question when he proposed to cut a 
child in half and award one half to one claimant and the other half 
to the other, but in the process the child would have been destroyed, 
so I do not wish to consent to the dismemberment of this child of my 
mind, 

Senator Cooper. Mr. Chairman ? 

The CHarrMaANn. Senator Cooper. 

Senator Cooper. I want to say for myself I think there is only one 
issue. That is the way it impresses me. That is whether or not 
there is any real connection of Mr. Beeson with his company which 
would result in a conflict of interest. I do not even know whether 
or not there would be a conflict of interest. I am not casting any 
doubt on his statement about his own feeling toward the relation- 
ship. I think it does appear, as Senator Kennedy ; said, that it is a 
question of whether or not such relationship of his pension would 
bring about any connection. I think that this is necessary before we 
will be convinced and before the people will be convinced. I am not 
certain everybody will be convinced then, but I do think it is necessary. 

Senator Doveras. I am glad to hear the Senator from Kentucky s: 
that. 

Senator Coorrr. We should have that for the people in the Sen- 
ate, and if we do not have that information, those who oppose him 
will use it as argument against him, and those who may favor him 
will not be able to answer. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you want some officer of the company in person ? 

Senator Dovenas. Yes, sir. 

The Crarrman. Senator Douglas wants some person from the 
company. 

Senator Dove.as. An official eapenenenws of the company. I 
would like to suggest that you can make a motion, if you wish to 
amend mine, but “the Senator Sean Illinois is going to stand, so far 
as he is concerned, on the motion as a whole. 
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Senator Upron. I am going to vote for the production of the docu- 
ments. I am not going to vote to bring a witness here to continue 
this hearing. 

Senator Gotpwater. Mr. Chairman, I move we amend the Senator’s 
original motion so as to incorporate it into two motions: No. 1, that 
the documents the Senator has requested of the company be produced 
for the committee; and then, No. 2, the second part of his motion. 

Senator Dove.as. I think technically what you ought to do is move 
to strike out the latter portion of my proposal so that you can vote 
simply on the first part. 

Senator Gotpwarer. I think you are right on that. 

The Cuarrman. I would have no objection to an official coming here 
to explain these documents if they are important, but I do not want 
that to be made an opening wedge to continue these hearings because 
we simply have no place to put them in. Itis nota question of trying 
to shut anybody off. We have had endless hearings. If the gentle- 
man on my left would be willing to agree with me that we just have 
this one witness to clear up this point, I would be very friendly to the 
idea. I do not want to cut anybody off, but I do feel we have to come 
to some determination. 

Senator Gotpwater. You are asking an individual to come 3,000 
miles to explain documents that are self-explanatory. 

The Cuarrman. There may be some representative of the company 
here. Itis quite expensive to bring someone 3,000 miles. 

Senator Dovexas. This is the reply of Miss Pardue, secretary to the 
president, to Senator Murray, dated January 29, and I should be glad 


to give my colleagues copies. She said: 


Your wire was received at this office this afternoon in Mr. Davies’ absence on 
an eastern trip. 

Maybe Mr. Davies is in the East and in that event we could ask him 
to testify here before us. 

The CuatrmMan. I will inform the Senator that the message I got 
from him in response to my request was from Sandusky, Ohio. He 
may be in Ohio. He may be immediately available. I have no objec- 
tion to Mr. Davies coming himself to talk about this matter and get 
it straightened out, but I do not think it would be right to make that 
an excuse for having tomorrow a lot more to be heard here, and the 
same request made for some more witnesses. I would like to have 
him. If the committee will agree that this is the last witness, I will 
go along and support the Senator’s motion. 

Senator Doveias. Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request that my 
motion is pending business unless the Senator from Arizona wishes to 
amend it by striking out the last paragraph. 

The Cuatrman. The Senator from Tilinois moves that we vote on 
his motion in the form in which he has presented it unless the Senator 
from Arizona wants to move to provide a substitute. 

Senator Gotpwater. I move to divide it. I make the motion to 
strike out the second part of the Senator’s motion. 

Senator Dovetas. On this, I request a rollcall. 

The CuarrMan. The motion is as read by the Senator from Illinois. 
The second part of his motion requesting the official to come here has 
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been requested to be stricken. Senator Goldwater, as I understand it, 
has moved to strike that part of the motion. 

Senator Doveras. Dealing with the official ? 

Senator Gotpwater. Yes. 

Senator Dovaenas. If there is no further discussion, I request a 
rolleall. 

The Cuarmman. I am not going to vote Senators Ives and Griswold 
on that because I just do not know how they will vote. 

Senator Doveias. You are voting on the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Arizona ¢ 

The Cuarrman. "Yes, the motion to strike the second part. 

The Crerkx. Senator Ives. Senator Griswold. Senator Purtell. 

Senator Purrent.. Yea. 

The CLerk. Senator Goldwater. 

Senator GoLpwater. Aye. 

The Cierk. Senator Cooper. 

Senator Coorrr. No. ‘ 

The CierKk. Senator Upton. 

Senator Urron. Aye. 

The CLerk. Senator Murray ? 

Senator Dovetas. No. 

The CLerk. Senator Hill. 

The Cuarrman. I may say that I have two proxies from Senators 
Ives and Griswold, but I hesitate on this request to take any action 
becanse I do not want to be put in the position of voting for something 
that they do not approve of. 

Senator Dovexas. I think Senator Smith should be permitted to 
vote their proxy, subject to changes which they may wish to make. I 
move that Senator Smith be fully authorized to vote proxies of Sen- 
ators Ives and Griswold. 

Senator LenMman. I agree with that. 

Senator Smiru. I prefer not to vote proxies. 

Senator Dovertas. This is on the Goldwater amendment? 

The Cierx. That is right. 

Senator Doveias. I have a proxy for Senator Murray and am 
authorized to vote it as “No.” : 

The Crierx. Senator Hill. 

Senator Purreti. A parliamentary inquiry. Are we not voting on 
the Senator from Illinois’ motion as amended ? 

The Coarrman. No. We are voting on the rollcall motion to strike - 
the last part of the Senator from Illinois’ motion. 

Senator Purreti. The motion is not before the house. The Sen- 
ator’s motion is not before the house. You are amending something 
that is not before us. I do not see that. You are making a motion 
about something that is not before the house. If his motion is before 
the house, and you wish to amend it, fine. What are you amending? 

Senator Gotpwatrr. Senator Douglas’ motion. 

The CuHairman. Senator Douglas’ motion had two parts to it, and 
Senator Goldwater moved to strike the second part from the motion. 
He amended it in that respect, paragraph 2. 

Senator Purre.y. So we are voting for the resolution as amended 
are we not, by Senator Goldwater ? 

Senator Gotpwater. If Senator Douglas would accept my amend- 
ment, we would not have to vote on it. 
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Senator Doveias. While Senator Murray gave me a general proxy, 
I am not at all certian how he would vote in this particular case. I 

do not want to overstretch the proxy which he gave me, so I am not 

going to cast his proxy on this matter. Neither will I cast Senator 

Hill’s proxy because I am not certain. He did not give me specific 

instructions on this point. I can only vote my own convictions. 

The Crarrman. You feel the same way as I do about it. 

Senator Lenman. I have Senator Neely’s proxy, but I would also 
hesitate to cast his vote. 

The Cratrman. I would like to ask the Senator from Illinois this 
question. Suppose it would be impractical for Mr. Davies or any- 
body to appear in the reasonable future and that they just say they 
prefer not to appear. We have no way of ¢ ompelling them to appear. 
It would have to be a request, which I have no objection to making. 
As far as I am concerned, I will vote for your motion, but I will 
serve notice now that I shall oppose calling any other witnesses. 

Senator Dova.as. One step at a time. At present, the vote is on 
the Goldwater amendment and no vote is cast for Senator Murray and 
no vote is cast for Senator Hill, Also, no vote has been cast for 
Senator Neely. 

The Crime. It is the Goldwater amendment. The Goldwater 
amendment was to delete the last part which had to do with calling 
Mr. Davies. 

Senator Gotpwater. Or an official of the company. 

The Crierx. Or an official of the company. 

I will call the roll. Mr. Ives and Mr. Griswold are not voting. 
Senator Smith has their proxies and he is not voting them. Mr. 
Purtell has voted “yea.” Mr. Goldwater has eg “yea.” . Mr. 
Cooper has voted “nay.” Mr. Upton has voted “y ” Mr. Murray, 
not voting; Mr. Hill, not voting; Mr. Neely, “ voting. Mr. 
Douglas? 

Senator Dovatas. No. 

The Cierk. Mr. Douglas, “no.” Mr. Lehman. 

Senator Lenman. No. 

The Crierk. Mr. Kennedy. 

Senator Kennepy. No. 

The Cierx. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Smith. 

The CHarrman. Aye. 

The Crerx. The vote is 4 and 4. 

The Cuarrman. Then the Goldwater amendment has failed. We 
have to vote for the whole thing. I am going to say again to the Sena- 
tor from Illinois I will be glad if the committee approves the Senator’s 
invitation to Mr. Davies to come here and explain this particular thing. 
I would like very much to have him come. 

Senator Doveras. Do I understand my motion has been adopted ¢ 

The CHatrMan. It has not been voted upon. 

Senator Doveias. I renew my request for a vote on my motion. 

The Cuatrman. On your whole motion? 

Senator Doveias. The whole motion; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I would like to suggest, before I take this vote, that 
we take Senator Douglas’ motion and put it in the form of an invita- 
tion or request, as he worded it, to Mr. Davies to come or send a quali- 
fied representative here to speak on the pension plan? Is that 
satisfactory ? 
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Senator Dovenas. I do not wish to be insistent, but this is the sub- 
stance of my language. I move that the chairman, on behalf of the 
committee, request the Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. to furnish 
this committee with all correspondence and other documents in its pos- 
session, or in the possession of its agents or affiliates, which are perti- 
nent or have reference to the status of Mr. Beeson’s pension or retire- 
ment rights under the corporation’s retirement plan, including a copy 
of that plan. 

I also move that an official representative of the Food Machinery & 
Chemical Corp., who is qualified to testify on these matters be asked 
to appear before the committee, and that he bring the aforesaid docu- 
ments with him. 

The CHarrman. Ask or request to appear? I do not want anyone 
to think that we are trying to put the heat on here to compel someone 
to come 3,000 miles. 

Senator Dovetas. I will strike out the “asked” and substitute 
“requested.” 

Senator Gotpwater. Would the Senator accept an amendment, that 
this would be the last witness that will be requested ? 

Senator Dovetas. I do not wish to accept that, no. 

The CuHarrman. The Senator does not wish to accept it, but I will 
state if the committee will support me that we will not call any more 
witnesses after this one. 

Senator Gotpwater. Before, or after? 

The Cuarmrman. No more witnesses. We have met the request of 
every witness who has asked to be heard. Mr. Beeson is through; 
ishe not? I think we are through with him. I believe we are through 
with him unless Mr. Kennedy has any more questions. He may have. 
Mr. Beeson has been most accommodating. It is a matter now of 
nearly 6 hours. I think we have done everything we expected to 
do and I think it would be unreasonable to delay this by asking for 
more witnesses. As a matter of fact, Mr. Beeson’s name is before 
the Senate, and the matter has to come up on the motion for his con- 
firmation by the Senate, unless you want to try and move to have 
his name sent back. 

Senator Doveras. May I say if the gentlemen of the majority wish 
to move to amend that motion, they may do so by adding the clause 
that “no further witnesses be called.” 

Senator Gotpwater. I will accept the statement of the chairman. 

The Cuamman. I am willing to leave it that way because if the 
committee should not go along with me in my motion or in my request, 
of course I would be defeated. I am not trying to steamroller it. 

Senator Gotpwater. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to exhaust the 
minority, but, Senator Douglas, I still cannot understand why with 
the documents alone we cannot decide what the intentions are of the 
company regarding this pension. It is a matter in black and white. 
I am merely trying to save the time of this committee and save the 
time of an executive of a busy company. The documents tell their 
own story. I think you certainly would understand a pension plan. 
I am certain that Senator Lehman would, and I am certain that Sen- 
ator Kennedy would. 

The pension plans are written in accordance with the law and 
about afl the witness could do would be to sit there and recite the law, 


ehapter and verse. 
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Senator Doveras. May I say documents are very cold things and 
one of the most interesting features of this afternoon is how after 
this initial confusion about leaves of absence or terminations, and so 
forth, the issue cleared up under the questioning of Senator Kennedy. 
The issue cleared up as to why a leave of absence has been used. It 
is only because a man on leave of absence has preserved his rights to 
aig? company contributions. When the relationship wholly ceased, 

e lost those rights and retained only the rights to his own contribu- 
tions. This cleared up the whole situation, and I wanted to say, so 
far as I am concerned, served to absolve Mr. Beeson of any charge of 
ill faith in the matter. It is a very delicate point, and it may clear 
what otherwise had been a very difficult situation. It raises now a 
very, very fundamental matter not involving Mr. Beeson’s honor in 
the slightest—I would like to make that clear—but a delicate rela- 
tionship of whether or not a conflict of interest is involved. A great 
many of our businessmen sometimes think that we are taking advan- 
tage of them when we raise this point of conflict of interest. Mr. 
Wilson resented very much the questiong which the Committee on 
Armed Services asked him. 

I think in this respect, and I do not want to read a lesson to the 
business community, the politicians stand a little ahead, and a stand- 
ard has been worked out a little bit more precisely, so to speak, than 
many of our business friends have worked it out. 

The issue theoretically is also in their minds, and a document is 
not enough. We must ask what these words mean. And so this pro- 
posal is presented not with any desire to prolong the hearings or 
with any reflection upon Mr. Beeson at all. We all sympathize with 
him and the strain which he has undergone, but this is in the desire 
that we may do our duty more effectively. After all, we are not 
rubberstamps. 

The Cuatrman. I think we can handle this thing by trying to locate 
Mr. Davies and see if he is in the neighborhood and get him on. 

Senator Dovatas. I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, in the interest of 
expedition, unless there is further debate—if there is further debate, 
we will postpone it—if there is no further debate that my motion is the 
order of business. 

The Cuarrman. I would like to accept it with the statement from me 
that I object to calling any other witness except Mr. Davies or a rep- 
resentative of this company. 

Senator Dovatas. That is all right. 

The Cxareman. Is that satisfactory with my colleagues? I will 
accept the Senator from Illinois’ motion in regard to Mr. Davies or 
some representative to come here if he desires with the understanding, 
so far as I am concerned, that I will op calling any further witness. 
I feel we have met the request of eve Dobe who has asked to be heard, 
and we cannot open the door to a big flood of requests to have witnesses 
heard tomorrow. That is what I am fearful of and I simply cannot go 
through on the thing any further. 

Senator Upron. Mr. Cnaieenaa, is the witness from California? 

The Cuareman. The witness, I hope, is somewhere in the offing. 

Senator Upron. I am in favor of getting the documents, but I still 
oppose waiting on a witness. 

he CHarrman. I am opposed to waiting on a witness, but I am 
trying to be accommodating here, and do what the request says. Our 








172 NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS. BEESON 


friend from Illinois seems to feel that we cannot read these documents 
intelligently without someone explaining them to us. 

Senator Doveuas. I take it that the chairman will see to it that it is 
in open hearing. 

The Cuarman. I stated that all hearings hereafter, under every 
circumstance, will be open hearings. 

Senator Gotpwater. Mr. Chairman, this might involve a financial 
question. We ought to decide this. You are asking for the records 
of the company. 

Senator Doue.as. Simply as regards the pension matters. 

Senator Gotpwarter. It might involve some rather delicate questions. 

Senator Douetas. If they do involve delicate matters concerning 
company financing, we could determine that point from the witness, 
whoever it shall be. 

The Cuamman. Would you agree that the witness be asked to keep 
his information executive ? 

Senator Doueias. Certainly, if delicate matters or business secrets 
are involved. 

Senator Leaman. Mr. Chairman, I do not have in mind calling any 
more witnesses, but I do not want to give the impression that silence 
with regard to your suggestion means agreement or acquiescence. 
I want to keep my freedom of action on this thing, although I want 
to say that I have no idea of calling any more witnesses. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Senator Dovenas. I have the same feeling myself, but freedom 
should be the law of life. 

The Cuatrman. I do not think we need a rollcall vote from our 
members. 

Senator Purrexy. If the motion does not prevail, it is my intention 
to present a motion asking for the records insofar as they pertain to 
this pension plan and insofar as Mr. Beeson is affected by it, and that is 
all. If the motion does not prevail presently before this body, I 
intend then to offer a motion simply asking that complete informa- 
tion be available to us as quickly as possible on the pension plan 
prevailing in the plant and Mr. Beeson’s connection therewith. 

The Cuarrman. Do you want the rollcall vote on this motion? We 
have the Douglas motion before us as he read it to us with the word 
“asked” changed to “requested.” 

Senator Upton. I would like assurance that this one witness will 
close the hearing. 

The CuarrMan. We understand that, and that is our purpose. 

Senator Kennepy. I do not know whether that was any different 
from the amendment that we just voted on, the Goldwater amendment. 
Would it have a different effect ? 

The Cuarrman. The Goldwater amendment was 50-50. That was 
an amendment to Senator Douglas’ motion and the motion of Senator 
Douglas has not been carried. We have not voted on that yet. The 
other motion was defeated. 

Are we clear now what your motion is before us as presented ? 

Senator Urron. There is one more suggestion. Many of us may be 
absent next week. 

The Cuarrman. That istrue. It is a very serious question whether 
that will hold up Mr. Beeson’s nomination. It means that the ap- 
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pointment to this Board may last until after Washington’s Birthday. 
We are facing that responsibility. 

Senator Purreny. Many of us will be away next week, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

The Cuarrman. If you are away, and if many of you are away, we 
may be in for a moratorium on much action by the Senate. We have to 
face that. I wish that the Senator from Illinois would withdraw that 
end of his motion, but I am not going to urge that. I will stand by 
what I said. 

Are you ready? 

Senator Doveas. I would request that we proceed to act on the 
motion. 

The Cuarrman. I will ask that the roll be called. 

The Cierx. Mr. Ives. Mr. Griswold. 

The Cuarmman. I will pass on those. 

The Crerk. Mr. Purtell. 

Mr. Purre.u. No. 

The Cierx. Mr. Goldwater. 

Senator GotpwatTec. No. 

The Crerx. Mr. Cooper. Mr. Upton. 

Senator Upron. No. 

The Cuarrman. I think Mr. Cooper wanted to vote for the Douglas 
motion. Ihave the proxy here, so we vote “yes.” 

The Cierx. Mr. Cooper votes “Yes.” Mr. Murray. Mr. Hill. 

Mr. Neely? Mr. Douglas? 

Senator Dove.as. Aye. 

The Crerx. Mr. Lehman. 

Senator Leuman. Aye. 

The Crerx. Mr. Kennedy. 

Senator Kennepy. Aye. 

The Cierx. Mr. Smith. 

The Cuatrman. I vote “Aye.” I said I would. 

The Cierx. Five “Ayes” and three “Nays.” It is carried. 

The Cuatrman. The motion is carried. 

Senator Doucuas. I thank the Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. If there is nothing further before the committee, the 
committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 8:30 p. m., the hearing was recessed, subject to the 


call of the Chair.) 








NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1954 


Untirep States SENATE, 
ComMITTEE ON Lasor AND Pustic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room P-63 of 
the Capitol, Senator H. Alexander Smith (chairman of the committee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Smith (presiding), Purtell, Goldwater, Cooper, 
Hill, Neely, Douglas, Lehman, and Kennedy. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order, please. 

Senator Neely has suggested the absence of a quorum of the com- 
mittee and asked for a rolleall. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Cierx. Mr. Ives, Mr. Griswold, Mr. Purtell. 

Senator Purret.. Present. 

The Cierx. Mr. Goldwater, Mr. Cooper, Mr. Upton, Mr. Murray, 
Mr. Hill. 

Senator Hiiu. Present. 

The Crerx. Mr. Neely. 

Senator Negety. Present. 

The Crerk. Mr. Douglas, Mr. Lehman, Mr. Kennedy. 

Senator KenNepy. Present. 

The Cuerx. Mr. Smith. 

The CuHatrMan. Present. 

I will say to my colleagues that Mr. Davies arrived yesterday and 
he will be here in a minute to give us the testimony that we asked for. 
We will have to wait until he gets here. He phoned me he would be 
a few minutes late. 

While we are waiting for Mr. Davies, I will read into the record a 
telegram I sent to Mr. Davies after our last meeting and following up 
the motion that was made by Senator Douglas. I wired Mr. Davies 
as follows, and I will insert the telegram in the record at this point. 

(The telegram is as follows :) 

WASHINGTON, D. C., February 3, 1954. 
Pau. L. DAVIEs, 
President, Food Machinery & Chemical Oorp., 
San Jose, Calif.: 


Will appreciate your providing Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee 
with copies all correspondence and other documents possession your company 
or its agents or affiliates, which are pertinent or have reference to status Albert 
©. Beeson’s pension or retirement rights under your corporation’s retirement 
plan. Committee would also like to have copy your pension plan and further 
request that official representative, Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., qualified 
to testify these matters, appear before committee bringing aforementioned docu- 
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ments with him. Date of appearance before committee will be fixed insofar as 
possible to accommodate your representative. Prompt reply will be appreciated. 
H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

The Cuatrrman. That telegram was sent on February 3. Mr. 
Davies sent back word to us that he would come himself. He replied 
to my telegram, and at this point in the record I will insert his reply 
telegram. 

(The telegram is as follows :) 

CLEVELAND, OnI0, February 4, 1954. 
Chairman H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate: 

Re your tel of February 3 to me at San Jose, Calif., forwarded to me at 
Birmingham, Mich., I am transmitting to you copy of company’s employees 
retirement plan. Know of no other correspondence or documents pertinent 
to Mr. Beeson’s pension or retirement rights. Will come to Washington and be 


available to committee on Friday, February 5, should it desire to question me 


after its examination of company plan. Previous commitments make it difficult 
for me to appear until afternoon. Will await your further advice to me care 
of company offices in Wyatt Building, Washington. 
Pau DAVIES, 
President, Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. 

Since that time we have been in contact with Mr. Davies and he has 
agreed to come this morning. He is with us now. He will be our 
first. witness today. 

Mr. Davies, we appreciate your coming here to help us in our prob- 
lems, and I will ask you if you will give us a brief statement of your 
own background, your relationship to the company that Mr. Beeson 
was employed by, and your own contacts with Mr. Beeson. You put 
that in your own language and we will discuss the matter of the 
pension plan afterward. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL L. DAVIES, PRESIDENT, FOOD MACHINERY 
& CHEMICAL CORP., SAN JOSE, CALIF. 


Mr. Davies. My name is Paul L. Davies. I am the president of 
Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. Mr. Beeson was hired by our 
company in 1947, and since that time has been our director of indus- 
trial relations. I do not know what you mean by the relationship 
with Mr. Beeson. If you would be a little more specific, I would be 
glad to answer. 

The Cuarrman. I mean your knowledge of his work, what kind of 
work he did, and whether, as has been suggested, he always had to take 
the management side in all these labor discusions, or whether he was 
there for the purpose of trying to adjust the relationship between 
management and labor in your corporation. 

Mr. Davies. In our corporation the director of industrial relations 
has the responsibility for working with the individual industrial 
relations directors in our various plants. 

The Cuatrman. Let me ask you there, how many plants do you 
have ? 

Mr. Davres. Forty-two, I believe, sir. 

The Cuatrman. And are they scattered throughout the country ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. How many States do you cover? 
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Mr. Davies. I could not say offhand, but I would say approximately 
30. 


The Crarrman. You have a number of plants scattered all over the 
United States? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Are some in the East? 

Mr. Davies. Many in the East. 

The Crarrman. They are all over without any particular con- 
centration ? 

Mr. Davres. More in the East than in the West. 

The Cuarrman. Let me interrupt you again. What isthe nature of 
the business of the corporation ? 

Mr. Davies. Our business is largely in the machinery end of the 
business, dealing with agriculture. We manufacture pumps, farm 
machinery of various types. We manufacture food-processing equip- 
ment, packaging equipment, and small tractors. Then the other ave- 
nue of our business, which represents about half of our volume, is the 
manufacture of chemicals of various types—industrial chemicals, fine 
chemicals, and other chemicals. 

The Cuarrman. How large a labor force do you have? 

Mr. Davies. I believe our present employment is approximately 
12,000. 

The CHatrman. Do they belong to any one union or do they belong 
to different unions? 

Mr. Davres. I do not know the number of different contracts we 
have with different unions, but I think there are very few unions 
that are not represented in some of our contracts. I know we have 
AFL contracts, CIO contracts, and Mine Workers Union contracts. 

The Cuarrman. Why did you originally appoint Mr. Beeson to this 
job? Had he some experience in this field before ? 

Mr. Davres. Yes, sir. I do not remember the name of the company 
for whom he had worked, but I checked Mr. Beeson’s background 
very thoroughly, before he was employed, and he had background 
in industrial relations work and came very well recommended. 

The CuatrMan. Was he in a position where he was always the pro- 
tagonist for the management side of the problem? Was that his 
responsibility, to try to get the best deal he could in negotiating with 
labor leaders? 

Mr. Davies. When you say “best deal,” I think you would have to 
define that. Mr. Beeson has many times argued in our management 
meeetings that the best deal with labor was not necessarily the most 
expensive. He has been a strong protagonist for the necessity at all 
times in being competitive in area rates; he has been a strong pro- 
tagonist of many issues that have come up in our management meet- 
ings where he felt that we were being too conservative. I can remem- 
ber many times where it was necessary for me to make the final deci- 
sion that I am sure he was not convinced, but obviously being a mem- 
ber of the team he went along. 

The Cuarrman. Do you feel from your experience with him that 
he would be able to occupy the position of a member of the NLRB 
with objectivity and judicial fairness, and not biased for either one 
side or the other? The suggestion has been made because of the years 
of association with your company and other associations he must 
necessarily be biased, because he has always thought on one side of 
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the management-labor question. That is what we want to get at here. 
We are all interested in trying to see whether we can be sure, if Mr. 
Beeson is confirmed, that he will ke objective, and cannot be accused 
that he is a biased member of the Board appointed to try and decide 
the things from the management point of view. That is the real issue 
here, and we want your considered judgment as an American citizen. 

Let me ask you parenthetically, Mr. Davies, whether you have been 
doing any work recently for the Federal Government, and if so, what. 
it has been. 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. Since September 18 I have been serving as 
chairman of the Advisory Committee on Army Organization, and 
have been spending approximately one-half of my time either in 
commuting back and forth from the west coast or in the Pentagon. 

The Cuatrman. You are working with Mr. Robert Stevens, the 
Secretary of the Army? 

Mr. Davirs. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Did Mr. Beeson have any connection of any kind 
with that work ? 

Mr. Davies. None whatsoever. 

The CuatrmMan. Those are the general questions I want to ask 
before we get to the specific pension plan. I will ask my colleagues 
whether they would like to question Mr. Davies before we get to the 
pension plan, or whether they want to go right to that, because of 
course that is the issue. 

Senator Hix. I have one or two questions I would like to ask Mr. 
Davies. 

The CHamman. Senator Hill. 

Senator Hitt. How many divisions of your company are involved 
in chemical production ? 

Mr. Davies. Four divisions, sir. 

Senator Hinz. Is chemical production one of the major phases of 
your company’s production ? 

Mr. Davies. It represents approximately one-half of our normal 
peacetime volume. 

Senator Hix. Can you tell us how many of these divisions are or- 
ganized on an industrial unit basis, that is how many of your plants 
a single union represents all the employees in the plant? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir, I could not. If you will ask me specifically 
about an individual plant, perhaps I could. For example, in our West 
Waco, which has a number of cabin. in our chemical division, I be- 
lieve several of the plants—I cannot say exactly—are members of the 
chemical workers union. ‘Two of the plants are members of the dis- 
trict 50 union. 

Senator Hiri. That would be the industrial organization, one union 
representing all the employees in the plant? 

Mr. Davries. If that was the question, in all of our plants one union 
represents all of the wage earners in the plant. 

Senator Hix. In other words, you are organized then on an in- 
dustrial union basis, rather than what we know as the craft basis, is 
that right? 

Mr. Davies. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hitz. Are you familiar with the position on this issue 
of craft or industrial, such as stated by Mr. Beeson before this 
committee ? 





a SB RTBEREETA Pe 


aap PS 


NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 179 


Mr. Davres. No, sir; I am not. When you speak of crafts, sir, 
are you speaking as bargaining on a national basis or in an individual 
case ? 

Senator Hix. No; all the painters in 1 union, all the carpenters 
in 1 union, or is any 1 particular plant organized by 1 union? 

Mr. Davres. I believe we have one plant “where the teamsters union 
has a small group, but as far as the general pattern of our union 
dealings, it is with the individual plant where they are all represented 
by one union. 

Senator Hiri. Have you any opinion as to the correctness of the 
National Labor Relations Board policy regarding craft severance! 

Mr. Davies. I do not know what the policy is, sir. 

Senator Hiri. Are you familiar with the position on the issue of 
craft severance taken by your company through Mr. Beeson in a 
‘ase which arose in your Charleston, W. Va., plant? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir; Iam not. I remember we had a case but that 
would come completely within Mr. Beeson’s province to handle. 

Senator Hixi. You realize this whole question of craft severance 
in the chemical industry is now before the NLRB, do you not? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir; I do. 

Senator Hii. Mr. Beeson might well be the deciding factor in 
determining what the decision or policy of the Board is going to be. 

Mr. Davies. I do not know about that, sir. 

Senator Hitz. You do not know about that? 

Mr. Davies. Whether he would be the deciding factor, I do not 
know. 

Senator Hiri. You know if he were on the Board, he would cer- 
tainly have a voice and a vote. 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiri. Do you know whether or not Mr. Beeson expects to 
return to your company ¢ 

Mr. Davies. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator Hux. You do not know whether he expects to return to 
your company or not? 

Mr. Davres. No, sir. 

Senator Hix. In the release that you issued at the time Mr. Beeson 
accepted the appointment on the Board, you stated that Mr. Beeson 
was on leave of absence. 

Mr. Davies. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hitt. That would certainly indicate, would it not, that he 
was going to return to your company ? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir, not nec essarily. We have had a consistent 
policy over the years of granting people that go into Government 
service leaves of absence. In all cases they have not returned to the 
company, even though they have been granted leave of absence. 

Senator Hux. That gives them a right to return, does it not? 

Mr. Davies. It gives them a right to a preferred consideration, sir. 
It does not give them the guaranty that the job which they left will 
be available when they return. 

Senator Hix. It holds for them their rights in the pension plan, 
does it not? 

Mr. Davigs. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hix. In other words, whatever benefits they may have in 
the pension plan at the time they leave, such benefits as sums of money 





180 NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 


which your company has paid into the plan, when they go on leave of 
absence they hold those rights ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir; provided they return within the time for 
which the leave of absence is granted. 

Senator Hint. Mr. Beeson has a leave, so your release said, until 
next December, is that right ? 

Mr. Davies. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hiri. So under this leave he would retain his rights to 
your pension plan. 

Mr. Davies. He would retain his rights provided he returned to the 
company. 

Senator Him. In other words, he retains those rights if he came 
back and would be the beneficiary of any sums you have already paid 
into the pension plan for him / 

Mr. Davies. Would you like to know the sum? I have it available. 

Senator Hint. Yes; we would be glad to have you give us that. 

Mr. Davies, I thought I had it. I can tell you within a few cents. 
I believe it is $4,424 and some cents. It is $4,400 and some. I thought 
I had the figure here. 

Senator Hint. Mr. Beeson had a different idea. 

Mr. Davirs. I do not know about that, sir. 

Senator Hm. Have you examined your orders on that? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. I think I should say in fairness to the Sena- 
tors that I was in the East at the time that the telegram reached me. 
I phoned my office and asked our executive vice president to send on 
everything that was pertinent, together with a summary of the date 
of Mr. Beeson’s employment and so on. They did that, and Mr. 
Beeson’s contributions to the fund at December 31, 1953, totaled 
$2,767.50, and the company contributions totaled $4,424.50. 

The CHatrMan. That made a total of what? 

Mr. Davies. I have not totaled it, sir. 

The Cuamman. The reason I am asking that is that Mr. Beeson 
spoke about approximately $7,000 that might be involved, and that 
Was not quite accurate. 

Mr. Davies. $7,192. 

The CHamman. Irrespective of whether he comes back or not or 
what the relationships were with the company, the amount he has 
paid in would be returned to him, I assume ? 

Mr. Davies. Together with interest; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. At whatever the interest rate there was. So the 
only thing in issue would be the $4,400 which was contributed by the 
company. 

Mr. Davies. That is right. 

The CHarmrman. And he would not get that either unless he con- 
tinued with you for a period of 10 years. 

Mr. Davies. Under our plan it is necessary for an individual to 
be employed by the company for 10 years and to reach the age of 50 
before he has any rights to the company’s share. When he has com- 
pleted 10 years and is at the age of 50, he is entitled to a portion of 
the amount. When he completes 15 years of service and has reached 
the age of 55, the company has no tie on the amount of money it has 
paid into the fund for the employee. 
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Senator Hm. But there is now some $4,400 of benefits in the re- 
tirement fund for Mr. Beeson which he will lose the benefit of if 
he does not come back to your company. 

Mr. Davies. That is right. 

Senator Hiix. If he comes back, he gets those benefits in the amount 
now of $4,400 into his pension ? 

Mr. Davies. I wouldn't say he gets the benefits now. 

Senator Hu. He gets the benefits when he reaches the age of 
eligibility for pension. 

Mr. Davies. That is right, sir. This money never reverts to the 
company. If he does not come back to our employ, it goes into the 
pension fund. 

Senator Hitz. I understand that. But if he does not come back, 
he loses those benefits. 

Mr. Davis. The $4,424; that is right. 

Senator Hitt. Would you not think, Mr. Davies, frankly that the 
decision he might make on this Board might either favorably or ad- 
versely affect your company ¢ 

Mr. Davies. I would not think so, sir. 

Senator Hitt. You would not think so. If he made some decision 
about craft severance or industrial unions or other questions coming 
before the Board, it would have no effect on your company at all? 

Mr. Davies. It might affect us as it would all other companies in 
the United States, if that is what you mean. Any decision of the 
National Labor Relations Board 

Senator Hiri. Might affect your company. 

Mr. Davies. That is right; indirectly. Our company may not be 
involved. I do not know whether there are any cases pending before 
the Board that would affect our company. 

Senator Hit. How many plants did you say you had ? 

Mr. Davres. Forty-two plants, I believe, sir. 

Senator Hix. Pretty well scattered over the country ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitz. Mr. Davies, did you in any way recommend or en- 
dorse or in any other way further the appointment of Mr. Farmer to 
the National Labor Relations Board? 

Mr. Davies. I did not. 

Senator Hitt. You did not? 

Mr. Davtes. No, sir. 

Senator Hitu. You had no knowledge of that appointment until 
he was appointed. 

Mr. Davies. I did not. I do not even know Mr. Farmer. 

Senator Hin 1. You do not know he was in a law firm representing 
your company ? 

Mr. Davres. I knew he was in a law firm, but I have never met him. 

Senator Hini. A man who has 42 plants has a pretty good number 
of eggs to sit on. 

Mr. Davies. It seems like that sometimes. 

Senator Hitz. Do you have a number of different law firms repre- 
senting your different companies ? 

Mr. Davies. We have law firms in various parts of the country, if 
that is what you mean. 

Senator Hix. In other words, you have different ones in different 
parts of the country for your different plants, is that right ? 
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Mr. Davies. That is right, yes, sir. I would not say for our differ- 
ent plants. For the corporation we have law firms in San Francisco, 
New York, and Wyoming, and some on representing food machinery, 
not the individual plants of the company. 

Senator Hux. Do you have a general counsel f 

Mr. Davies. You mean within our company ¢ 

Senator Hinz. Yes. 

Mr. Davies. We have our own legal department both in New York 
and in San Jose, but the general counsel of our company, or the one 
who handles all of our major legal problems, is Mr. Foster, who is a 
director of our company and a member of a law firm in San Francisco. 

Senator Hix. He is the general counsel ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hu. Then you hire these other firms for your plants in 
different sections of the country ? 

Mr. Davies. Not for plants. 

Senator Hux. For the company where your different plants are 
located. They do not work for the particular plant but for your 
company. 

Mr. Davies. Most of the work for our company done by outside law 
firms is corporate work that involves the whole company. For work 
within our individual divisions, such as contractual work and that type 
of thing, it is handled by our own legal staff. 

Senator Hizu. Do you have a counsel here in Washington ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hi... Who is your counsel in Washington ? 

Mr. Davirs. Steptoe and Johnson. 

The Cuarrman. Is that Mr. Louis Johnson who was formerly Sec- 
retary of Defense? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiri. Do they represent you outside of Washington, too? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir. 

Senator Hitz. Just here in the city of Washington ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, that is right. 

Senator Hitx. Their main offices are here in Washington. 

Mr. Davies. I do not know that, sir. 

Senator Hix. Certainly they have a large office here in Wash- 
ington ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hii. Do they represent you down in West Virginia? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir. 

Senator Hitz. One of the members of that firm represented you in a 
case you had in West Virginia. Did not Mr. Farmer represent you 
in a case in West Virginia ? 

Mr. Davies. I do not believe the case was in West Virginia. I do 
not know. Our lawyer in Charleston where we have our_plant is 
Mr. Ray. I do not know all the names in the law firm. It is Mr. 
Ray who represents us in all our work in West Virginia. 

Senator Hux. Did you not have a case in West Virginia in which 
Mr. Farmer also was of counsel for your company ? 

Mr. Davies. I am not in a position to state that. I would imagine 
that case was in Washington, but I do not know. 

Senator Hitt. That is all, right now, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarman. Senator Purtell. 
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Senator Purretn. Some reference was made to a case in West Vir- 
ginia. I may not be referring to the same case, but I think I am, and 
that was not a question of labor management. It was a question of 
two unions. The question whether the CIO will take over completely 
in representing the workers or whether the crafts will be represented 
as crafts under AFL. I believe that is true. 

You were asked the question if Mr. Beeson comes back to your 
employ, that he will then have these benefits which have accrued to 
him for past services at this time. Do you want to qualify that. Is 
it not if he returns within the time specified in this pension plan which 
is free to everyone / 

Mr. Davies. That is right. 

Senator Purrett. It is a matter of 6 months; is it not? 

Mr. Davies. The normal policy of our company, sir, has been 6 
months, and I have never discussed this with Mr. Beeson. Mr. Beeson 
did not ask me what the term of his leave of absence would be. Nor- 
mally, over a period of years we have limited the leave of absence to 
6 months. We have made exceptions in cases of men going into 
Government service with which Mr. Beeson has not been familiar, 
I imagine, because it is an individual administrative problem. I 
stated in the release which was issued—I think I sent it on to Senator 
Murray, I believe, and I have a copy here—that the leave of absence 
of Mr. Beeson in this case was until December 31, 1954. 

Senator Hitt. You made an exception in Mr. Beeson’s case? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir; we did not. 

Senator Hitz. You said ordinarily it was 6 months, and in his case 
you made an exception to let him have until December 31, 1954. 

Mr. Davies. I wonder if I could read a paragraph from our retire- 
ment pension plan. 

The Cuarrman. I think it would be desirable. I meant to get to 
that later. I think we ought to put the pension rules in the record 
at the appropriate place. 

Mr. Davies. This is on page 10 of the bulletin that is given to every 
employee that participates in our retirement pension plan. 

Temporary absences authorized by the company for causes such as sickness, 
accident, or leave of absence will not be considered termination of active service. 
During any such periods when your earnings cease no contribution will be made, 
but the retirement income previously purchased by you will not be affected. 
Upon resumption of earnings, contributions will be renewed. 

That is the standard practice. There is no limitation in the plan 
to 6 months. As a matter of policy, we have in general for sickness, 
illness, and so on, limited the leave to 6 months and reviewed it at 
the end of 6 months and decided. In this particular case I felt it was 
advisable, as we have done in the case of other men entering the 
Government service, to extend the leave for a period of the anticipated 
appointment. 

Senator Hiti. Which is December 31, 1954. 

Mr. Davies. That is my understanding, sir. 

Senator Purreii. Mr. Beeson testified here—I do not know whether 
you have had an opportunity of reading the testimony or not—but 
some question was raised this morning as to whether or not there 
might not be a conflict of interest in a case involving your company 
or any one of the 42 companies that might come before the NLRB. 
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Mr. Beeson has testified, and it is in the record, that if any such case 
occurred, he would disqualify himself. That would be quite obvious 
from what he stated. 

Mr. Davies. I would certainly expect him to. 

Senator Purre.y. The reason for your nonacquaintance with much 
of these matters we have discussed this morning, you have 42 com- 
panies to look after. 

Mr. Davies. Forty-two plants, sir. 

Senator Pure. Forty-two plants, rather. You have not only 
finance to think about, and management, but labor management is one 
factor in the management of your company. 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Senator Purtrexi. I would imagine Mr. Beeson took a great deal of 
that off your shoulders; is that correct? 

Mr. Davies. He certainly did. 

Senator Purreti. Which accounts for your apparent lack of imme- 
diate knowledge of the local situations in any one of your 42 plants? 

Mr. Davies. I think Mr. Beeson told me one time that in practically 
every month of the year we have contracts expiring and negotiations 
going on. We have obviously many questions that are coming up in 
the labor-relations field. Mr. Beeson not’ only handles them, but also 
our operations are broken down on a divisional basis. For instance, 
I mentioned that we have four chemical divisions. Each one of those 
divisions has its own director of industrial relations. Those men are 
handling problems in some cases that may never get to Mr. Beeson. 
Then the problems that get to Mr. Beeson, he handles them, and if 
they require executive decision, it would come to our executive com- 
mittee, or to me. 

Senator Purreiy. You stated that there were times when Mr. Bee- 
son and you were in disagreement on labor-management problems, and 
I was interested in exploring that a little more. 

In those instances am I to gather that Mr. Beeson’s advocacy of 
labor’s cause caused this disagreement, or labor’s interests? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir, that is true. If I might—I do not want to go 
into any detail that the Senators do not want to hear. 

The Cuarrman. I want you to say anything that you think is rele- 
vant to this situation. We want to find out whether Mr. Beeson can 
be an objective, unbiased, and uninfluenced member of the NLRB. 
Your company’s relation to him of course is very important. 

Mr. Davies. I can give you one example, which I think typifies Mr. 
Beeson’s relationship with our executive group. I do not remember 
how long ago it was. Mr. Beeson and a group of Stanford professors 
got the idea that we should use our company as a laboratory for the 
working out of a course which they named American Tdeals Program, 
where we would offer to our employees on a purely voluntary basis if 
they wanted to participate a course of 9 weeks, 1 night a week for em- 
ployees and their wives, on the Constitution, on what makes the eco- 
nomic system click. One night would be devoted to asking labor 
leaders to come in and talk to the people about their philoso phies of 
labor’s responsibility and tell the whole theory of labor development 
in this country. One night would be given over to management. One 
night would be given = er to economics, and so on. W hen Mr. Beeson 
presented that to me, I said “No.” He had a cost of $25,000 for that 
program. Naturally I asked him what is that going to accomplish 
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for Food Machinery. He said, “I think this is very important for the 
whole country and I think if we start it it will be something that will 
be rapidly adopted by other companies throughout the United States, 
and I think it is our obligation as a ¢ ontribution.” 

I turned it down at first, but he kept coming back and coming back, 
and finally I said, “All right, go ahead.” I think that course has been 
given now 3 times to our 3 ple ints in San Jose. It has been printed by 
the Stanford Research inabinhte, It is a book that high [indicating]. 
It has been given by various public institutions, such as the chamber of 
commerce, Sacramento, in communities. 

It has been given wide publicity and adopted by other companies, I 
believe. That is an example of the type of thing where we differed in 
opinion, but I did not have the vision to see that what he was recom- 
mending was a very sound program, turned it down, but I am perfectly 
willing to state now that it was an excellent idea, and the acceptance 
it has received has been splendid. 

The Cuatrman. Did that include the debates on the Bricker 
resolution ¢ 

Mr. Davies. No, sir; that was before that. 

Senator Purren.. Let me see if I get this right. This was set up 
under the auspices of the company. You were trying, I understand— 
I had not heard of this plan before, but I am interested in it—to ex- 
plain our economic structure. You had labor leaders there to explain 
their side of the picture to your employees. 

Mr. Davies. That is right. 

Senator Purretyi. You had business leaders, I would assume, to ex- 
plain their participation in this joint effort to better our material 
welfare here; is that correct ? 

Mr. Davies. That is right. 

Senator Purret.. And then you had others who would appear to 
be completely objective, if one wants to put it that way. 

Mr. Davies. I neglected to say, I am sorry, the course was conducted 
by Stanford professors. 

Senator Lenman. Were any labor representatives conducting any 
of these courses? 

Mr. Davies. Yes,sir. Mr. Beeson could give you more details. One 
night. was devoted exclusively to labor and labor representatives came 
in and explained their whole side of the philosophy, the reason for 
conflict with management, and so on. 

Senator Purreni. And this was done at the suggestion of Mr. 
Beeson that both sides of the question, if there were both sides, could 
be heard. 

Mr. Davies. That is right. It was completely Mr. Beeson’s idea. 

Senator Purrets. Thank you. That is all the questions I have. 

The Cuarrman. I do not know whether you are familiar with the 
Rutgers Institute of Industrial Relations that we have in New Jersey 
every year. I participated in it myself. We always have the leaders 
of the different labor groups throughout the State, and they contribute 
enormously to the discussions. The management people come in and 
sit together in a fraternal kind of way which is the right approach to 
these labor-management problems. TI think Mr. Beeson’s testimony 
shows that he sometimes participated in some of those Rutgers con- 
ferences. I know I have been asked to come up there this year. 
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Mr. Davies. Yes; that is one of the things that impressed me about 
Mr. Beeson before I hired him, the fact that he had been participating 
in some of these conferences, that he had been teaching. I had recom- 
mendations from the university where he had been teaching. I do not 
know where it was. He was a broadminded individual who looked at 
all sides of the question, which I think is important for a company’s 
industrial relations director. 

Senator Purre.y. I would like to ask one more question since you 
are his superior. Did Mr. Beeson in his contacts with you in pre- 
senting these labor-management problems to you ever indicate bitter- 
ness toward or hatred of or lack of appreciation of the importance of 
labor unions ¢ 

Mr. Davies. On the contrary, I would say Mr. Beeson has been very 
sympathetic with the cause of labor unions. 

Senator Purret,. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Neely, I think you are next in line here. 

Senator Neety. You said one night had been given over to labor 
leaders to present their views to this clinic you were having held at 
Stanford University. How many nights were given over to nonlabor 
groups? 

Mr. Davies. Mr. Beeson could answer the question better than I 
could, sir. Most of the things did not deal with labor and manage- 
ment. I read the syllabus which is like that, and could be put in evi- 
dence—I am sure we could get it here—but it started with the study of 
the Constitution, and I believe 2 nights were given over to the develop- 
ment of the Constitution and the different things in the Constituion 
that affect our daily living. Why these concepts of free speech and 
so on developed. The course was primarily, I believe, 1 or 2 evenings 
given over to the discussion of economics. It is my memory, and 
I think you should ask Mr. Beeson, because it is his course, and I only 
attended 1 opening session and told them that we were happy to do 
this, and started it off, but as I remember it there was only 1 night 
given over to management and 1 night to labor. 

Senator Nrety. Did you have the chamber of commerce ? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir. This was a study course. The fellows had 
to work at home a lot. If you see this huge book that was prepared, 
you would realize what Imean. It was a completely discussion group. 
All the employees sat around the conference room we had. We hired 
a theater in San Jose, Montgomery Theater in the Civic Auditorium, 
and all the employees were there. The course was based on discussion. 
The professor would outline the subject for that evening, and then the 
other half of the program was employees asking questions and devel- 
oping the matter. Everybody was free to speak and ask questions. 

In order to do that they were requested to do their homework and 
come in after reading a substantial amount of material in order to be 
prepared to discuss the subject. 

Senator NeeLy. Your company still contributes $25,000 a year? 

Mr. Davies. I have not refreshed my memory on that. We have 
given it, I believe, three times, and the total cost to the best of my 
recollection is approximately $25,000. 

Senator Neety. You feel that the $25,000 was well invested ? 

Mr. Davies. I feel it was so well invested, sir, since it has worked so 
well in the three courses we have given in San Jose and the employees 
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have shown such great interest that we are planning to put it into effect 
in other parts of the company. 

Senator Neety. What specific advantages has your company re- 
ceived from this expenditure? 

Mr. Davies. Merely having our employees well informed which 
they certainly are not today. We found that out in the discussions 
regarding our economic system, regarding what make business click, 
and eats are woefully uninformed. 

Senator Nee.ty. Have you had any strikes in any of the plants in 
which this course has been established ? 

Mr. Davtes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrery. Since the establishment of the course? 

Mr. Davies. Since the first run of the course? We have not had 
any since the first run of the course. The course has been given three 
times, I believe, and I have no dates here to refresh my memory. I 
believe after the course was given the first time, there was a strike. 
There has not been any strike since. I do not think the course has 
any effect. We have no idea, and that was my discussion with Mr. 
Beeson, that. the company directly would receive any benefit whatso- 
ever from this course. That is the reason I questioned the spending of 
themoney. Mr. Beeson’s feeling was that this was something that the 
company had an obligation to do, and he was so enthused about it that 
he felt if we could do this, as a laboratory, it would spread throughout 
the country, and it has received very favorable editorial comment in 
many publications. I do not know how many letters have been re- 
ceived, but I have had a number of letters asking if we had any copy- 
right on the course. The Standard Research Institute at their own 
expense published this book and sent it all over the country. 

Senator Neety. Have you had any commendations from the presi- 
dent. of the American Federation of Labor, the CIO, any railroad 
brotherhoods, or the United Mine Workers of America ? 

Mr. Davies. I would not be in a position to state. Mr. Beeson 
could probably tell you that. The labor leaders in San Jose were 
very enthusiastic about the course, the representatives of the unions 
with which we deal. 

Senator Nrety. Do you know how many strikes you have had in 
your various plants since Mr. Beeson became your industrial relations 
director ? 

Mr. Davies. We have been very fortunate from the standpoint of 
strikes, but I am sorry, sir, I would not be able to give you any definite 
idea. I would think perhaps 7 or 8 altogether in our 42 plants over 
the period since 1947. 

Senator Neeiy. Have you any strikes in any of your plants now? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir. 

Senator Nesey. I received a letter this morning dated February 4, 
sent to me by airmail, from Marshall Schaeffer, secretary-treasurer 
of the International Chemical Workers Union which contains the 
following: 

In connection with the present debate over the nomination of Albert C. Beeson 
to be a member of the National Labor Relations Board, I am enclosing a copy of 
the January 1954 issue of the Chemical Worker, our monthly publication. On page 
1 of this issue is an article describing a strike by our local 144 at Carteret, N. J., 
against West Waco Chemical Division of the Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. 


This strike was caused by the refusal of the company to negotiate an adequate 
pension plan and lasted 6 weeks. Our union represents the employees of 6 plants 
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of the Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. Our collective-bargaining experience 
with this company over the years has convinced us that Food Machinery & Chemi- 
cal Corp. is not only a very tough employer but has exhibited very definite anti- 
union tendencies. There was no change for the better in the company’s labor 
relations during Mr. Beeson’s tenure as director of labor relations for this 
company. I cannot see how a labor relations director for a company can fulfill 
his duties as an objective member of the NLRB. It is incredible to me to appoint 
a man, who must be considered for management in the labor relations of a 
company, with such a poor record. In light of the foregoing I request that you 
do everything possible to prevent the confirmation of Mr. Beeson. 

Senator Purrery. Point of information. I could not hear very 
well when the Senator spoke. Did I understand you said this man 
represents unions in six plants ? 

Senator Nege.y. The writer says 


Our union represents the employees of six plants. 


Senator Purretx. That is what I want to know; 6 out of 42. 

Mr. Davies. Excuse me. Would you tell me the name of the man 
and his position ? 

Senator Nreeiy. Certainly. I shall also file the letter for the record. 

Mr. Davies. I was wondering whether he was the secretary of the 
local union where the strike was and he is speaking broadly about his 
union representing six plants, or whether he is secretary of the 
National Chemical Workers. 

Senator Negety. I assume it must be the latter. 

Mr. Davies. Where is the letter addressed from ? 

Senator Nrety. The letter is on the stationery of the International 
Chemical Workers Union, affiliate of AFL, International Chemical 
Workers Union Building, 1659 West Market Street, Akron, 13, Ohio. 

Mr. Davies. I do not know the gentleman. I am sure you can 
realize after a strike there are always wounds. That is the reason 
we do not like a strike. We have just gone through a strike at Car- 
teret, which has lasted for a period of 6 weeks, “and I believe was 
settled approximately the end of December. 

The issue primarily was over the question of pension. From our 
standpoint we felt there was not a question of whether there should 
be a pension or not, there was a question of the adequacy of pensions, 
and i am sure you will realize that there is a wide area for question 
as to how adequate pensions are. You know what happens in union 
negotiations, and you know what happens in strikes. 

Senator Neety. The writer of the letter sent me a copy of the Chem- 
ical Workers publication, on the front page of which the following 
appears: 

The final proposal made by local 144 prior to calling the strike proposed a 
company-financed pension plan which would provide retirement income at age 
of 65 years after 25 years of service amounting to 14 percent of the average 
earnings received during the 10 years prior to retirement age, plus one-half 
of the primary social-security benefits and for retirement income for less than 
25 years of service to be proportionately reduced. It asked that the combined 
pension including pensions paid by the company together with social security 
would be $125 a month for those with 25 years of service. In addition, the local 
union proposed a disability pension income providing a minimum of $45 and 
a maximum of $90 a month for which workers would become eligible at age 
45 after 15 years’ service. 

Do you know what your company’s counter proposition was? 

Mr. Davies. Yes. The question was primarily, I believe—and I 
will have to say again that I do not get intimately : associated with the 
labor negotiations on individual plants. 
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The CuatrmMan. May I interrupt for a moment ? 

When I asked you to come here and asked you to bring the pension 
plans related to Mr. Beeson, I did not ask you to bring these other 
details. It is hardly fair to expect you as president of this large 
company to be familiar with so many details. 

Mr. Davies. I can answer in part. The fundamental question in- 
volved, and it is involved in pension plan negotiations throughout the 
United States every day, is whether social security shall be deducted 
in connection with the pension fund. 

The union at Carteret felt that if the social-security pension went 
up there should be no relief on the obligation of the company. The 
company maintained that if there was an increase in the social-security 
benefits, and if what the union wanted was a given sum of $125 a 
month, our cost would relatively go up, because our contribution to 
social security would increase, and therefore the amount that we were 
giving over and above that should go down. 

The union claimed there should be no adjustment whatsoever. I 
believe this half that was finally arrived at was a compromise between 
the union’s viewpoint of having it automatically adjustable depending 
upon the level of social security, and the union’s viewpoint that it 
should have no relation to social security. It was a question of bar- 
gaining in trying to reach an agreement which we finally did. 

Senator Purreti. As a point of information, Mr. Chairman, I have 
difficulty in hearing my esteemed and beloved colleague from West 
Virginia, and so I did not hear him read the date of the letter from the 
National Chemical Workers Union protesting Mr. Beeson’s appoint- 
ment. Would you tell us the date of that letter ? 

Senator Neeiy. Yes, the 4th of February. 

Senator Purrett. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire, was it January 
20 or 22 that the hearings on Mr. Beeson were being held ? 

The CuarrmMan. I am advised that it was the 20th of January that 
we had the hearings on Mr. Beeson. 

Senator Purrety. Mr. Chairman, | inquire for the record, did you 
at that time or since have any protest from this same gentleman 
against the appointment of Mr. Beeson ¢ 

The Cuarrman. We have no record of it. If we did we have heard 
nothing aboutit. We had no protest at all until the recent discussion 
came up. 

Senator Purreri. So I would judge the time elapsed between the 
original hearing and the date of the letter to the good Senator from 
West Virginia was 15 days after the man was up for hearing, is that 
correct ¢ 

The Cuatrman. That seems to be approximately correct. 

Senator Neety. Mr. Chairman, the fact is that we are still conduct- 
ing the Beeson hearing. After his nomination had been reported to 
the Senate, we let him come back and conduct a rehabilitating pro- 
ceeding that began early in the morning and ended near 9 o’clock at 
night. This witness was called here apparently to improve Mr. Bee- 
son’s case. 

The Cuarrman. We asked him back. 

Senator Nrexy. I insist that the hearings be considered open for the 
introduction of rebuttal testimony. 





190 NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 


The Cuarrman. Let me say to my distinguished colleague that Mr. 
Davies was asked to come here, not at our insistence but at Senator 
Douglas and Senator Lehman’s insistence. They both wanted him 
here. 

Senator Neety. Mr. Chairman, then I have been laboring under a 
misapprehension. 

The Cuamman. I am glad you did because I do not want it to 
appear that we have been | trying to build up Mr. Beeson’s case. We 
have been trying to get all the evidence and facts because there is not 
one of us who wants to see a mistake made in the appointment of a 
member of the NLRB. We have asked Mr. Davies to come to give 
us facts specifically on Mr. Beeson’s pension status as of the time 
when he may be taking this job, if he 1s confirmed. I think you felt 
Mr. Davies, when I sent you the message which used the exact lan- 
guage that Senator Dougl: as presented to the committee, that you 
were being asked to bring data on the pension situation. 

Mr. Davies. I undex ‘stood that is what I was asked to do, sir. 

The CHarmMan. I want it to be very clear in the record, that we 
sent a telegram to Mr. Davies in the language that Senator Douglas 
phrased his resolution requesting that we ask some representative 
of the company to come. I did not vary at all from the request of 
Senator Douglas, supported by Senator Lehman and others, that they 
want to hear you, and I appreciate very much your saate at great 
inconvenience, I know, to . heard and give us the facts, true facts, 
no loaded facts, nothing but the true facts, in this case, and no attempt 
to build up Mr. Beeson or anything else. 

Senator Leuman. Mr. Chairman, may I say that while I recall the 
wording of the resolution presented by Senator Douglas and supported 
by several members of the committee, there certainly was no implica- 
tion that other questions outside of the pension plan would not be 
addressed to this witness or Mr. Beeson. 

The Cuarrman. They are entirely welcome. I am just protecting 
Mr. Davies as far as the information is concerned and he cannot be 
held responsible for answers to a lot of questions that do not affect him. 

Senator Purrett, Mr. Chairman, for the clarification and the bene- 
fit of your fellow members of this committee, would you read the 
telegram that was sent to Mr. Davies and find out what the scope of 
these investigations are to be? 

The Cuarrman. I read this earlier in this hearing today but I will 
read itagain. The telegram that I sent to Mr. Paul L. Davies, presi- 
dent of the Food Machiner y & Chemical Corp. of San Jose, Gnlif, 
under date of February 3, was based word for word on the motion 
offered by Senator Douglas, and I thought, supported by the other 
members of the committee. 

Senator Purretn. You said “testify to these matters.” 

The CuarrMan. That was limited entirely to the pension situation. 
That is why we asked Mr. Davies to come. I have no objection to 
any other questions they want to ask. 

Senator Goldwater, you are next. 

Senator Gotpwater. Mr. Davies, is there a top limit of earnings 
on which you pay this retirement ? 

Mr. Davies Yes, sir; there is. 

Senator Gotpwater. Could you state that? 
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Mr. Davies. I could not tell you the top limit of earnings, but I 
can tell you the ry 3 limit of pensions. There is a top limit of earn- 
ings. I am sorry I do not know. I think it is probably in all these 
papers I have here. But nobody from the company, including my- 
self, can have a pension of more than $12,000 a year, because it has 
always been my philosophy that people who are in the higher wage 
brackets should be able to provide for themselves over and above that. 
I believe the top limit is $15,000 and beyond that for whatever com- 
vensation you receive you do not participate. It might be $18,000. 
3ut in any event, nobody in the company, including myself, can re- 
ceive a pension upon retirement of over $12,000 a year. 

Senator Gotpwater. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Lehman. 

Senator Leuman. Mr. Davies, may I ask you whether Mr. Beeson 
has orally resigned from your company ¢ 

Mr. Davtes. No, sir; he has not. 

Senator Lenman. I would very much like, Mr. Chairman, to advise 
Mr. Davies of some testimony Mr. Beeson gave to this committee on 
February 2. 

Senator Purreti. May we have the benefit of the page? 

Senator Lenman. It starts on page 54 of the record of February 2: 

Senator Hix, Surely the words “leave of absence” have a well-defined and 
accepted meaning, do they not, today? 

Mr. Beeson, it means that you have leave which is consent or permission to be 
absent from your job for a period of time. Is that not what it means? 

Mr. Beeson. I guess it could be construed that way. 

Senator HILL. It does not mean severance of all connection with the job as 
though you had resigned effective such and such a date; or an employee had 
been discharged from the job. What it means is you simply have permission, 
or leave, to be absent from your job for a certain period of time. 

Mr. Beeson. Sir, I won’t argue the point. I have made the statement that 
I have resigned and severed my relationship, and the president of the company 
has confirmed that. If you wish not to agree with me as to the meaning, I can’t 
do anything about it. 

Senator Hitt. Did you tender a written resignation? 

Mr. Berson. No, sir. 

Senator Hitt. You did not tender a written resignation? 

Mr. Beeson. No, sir; but I did an oral resignation, to the board of directors. 

Have you any comment with regard to that? You were quoted 
as having been familiar with it and taken some action. 

Mr. Davies. I beg your pardon. 

Senator Lenman. Do you want to make any comment? 

Mr. Davies. You said I am quoted as what? 

Senator Lenman. Yes; as I recall it: 

Mr. Bergson. I won’t argue the point. I have made the statement I have 
resigned and severed my relationship and the president of the company has 
confirmed. * * * 

I think you are president of the company. 

Mr. Davies. That is right. I think terminology is a very difficult 
ty Mr. Beeson told me that he was leaving. When he told me he 
was leaving, I told him I was sure he understood that there was 
nothing that the company could do for him. We could not pay his 
moving expenses back here. We could not contribute to his pension 
plan, that he was entirely on his own, and that he knew that he was 
going to take a terrific financial beating. He did sever all connec- 











192 NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 


tions with our company, except that it is our policy to give leaves of 
absence. I have had some experience with the term “leave of ab- 
sence” and in different companies it is construed in different ways. 
In some companies it is construed that a leave of absence has mutual 
obligations on both sides. In our company we have always construed 
it that when we give a leave of absence for a man going into Govern- 
ment service, he has no obligation to return. We have sent men down 

to Washington. They have not returned. They have received better 
offers while they were down here, and they have not returned. I 
think it is a purely technical question. I would not be able to state 
exactly myself. He has severed all connections with the company 
as far as receiving compensation is concerned. There are no pay- 
ments to be made to his group insurance or his pension fund while 
he is gone. He has no commitment to return to the company. In 
the event he decides to return to the company, the company has an 
obligation not necessarily to give him the same position that he has, 
but it has an obligation to give him preferred consideration for a 
position if he comes back. 

Senator Lenman. But I do understand that to your knowledge Mr. 
Beeson has not resigned either orally or in writing? 

Mr. Davies. If that is the definition of “resign,” yes, sir; I am 
unable to make that distinction. 

Senator Lenman. May I also remind Mr. Davies that Senator Hill, 
on page 54, definitely brings up this question of severance when he 
said : 

It does not mean severance of all connection with the job as though you had 
resigned effective on such and such a date or an employee had been discharged 
from the job. What it means is you simply have permission or leave to be 
absent from your job for a certain period of time. 

Mr. Davies, I cannot quote your exact words, although they are in 
the record, but I understood you to say that the labor leaders of San 
Jose County or Santa Clara County did not approve of Mr. Beeson’s 
appointment, or at any rate did not object. 

Mr. Davies. I have not discussed that, sir. The only discussion 
J made of the labor leaders in San Jose was that I said they had told 
me they approved of the American ideals course. 

Senator Lenman. Then I am incorrect. I thought you said that 
they did not object. 

Mr. Davies. I did not say that. 

Senator Lenman. To his appointment. But that statement has 
been made a number of times. In order to clarify the record, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to put in the record this morning a letter 
which TI received from Mr. James B. McLoughlin, Secretary of the 
Santa Clara County Labor League for Politic: al Education, enclosing 
among other things a resolution : adopted at the regular meeting Janu- 
ary 28, 1954, of the American Federation of Labor, Santa Clara Coun- 
ty Labor League for Political Education. The resolution was passed 
on January 28. This resolution apparently was sent to the President 
of the United States, to Congressmen, Senators, and the public press 
and the labor press. 

The Crarrman. I think, Senator Lehman, I put it in the record 
2daysago. If this is not the same, we of course will put. it in. 
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(The information is as follows:) 


Santa Ciara County Lasor LEAGUE FoR POLITICAL EDUCATION, 
San Jose, Calif., January 29, 1954. 
Senator Hersert C. LEHMAN, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Deak SENATOR LEHMAN: Enclosed please find a carbon copy of our resolution 
opposing Albert C. Beeson and a copy of the San Jose Mercury editorial and 
news article. Both are self-explanatory. 

Again thanking you for your assistance, we remain 

Very truly yours, 
JAMES P. McLoUGHLIN, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION OPPOSING THE APPOINTMENT OF ALBERT C, BEESON TO THE NLRB 


“Whereas the name of Albert C. Beeson has been proposed for appointment 
as a member of the National Labor Relations Board; and 

“Whereas our A. I’. of L. unions have been reluctant to speak their opposition 
to this proposed appointment for fear of retaliation, since he is on leave of 
absence from the Food Machinery Corp., of San Jose, with whom our unions 
must continue to have relations, and also for fear that he might discriminate 
against any labor union which opposed him; and 

“Whereas to date there never has been a direct management nor a direct labor 
representative appointed to the NLRB, whereas Mr. Beeson through past deal- 
ings and actions has proved to he a direct employer agent; and 

“Whereas there has been a deterioration in NLRB rulings for the past several 
months, such rulings destroying sections of the National Labor Relations Act 
which had been interpreted fairly to labor but which now may be used to cripple 
bona fide labor unions through encouragement of company unions; and 

“Whereas the San Jose Mercury on this date, January 28, 1954, points out that 
Mr. Beeson is careless with the use of the facts and attempts to use verbosity in 
an attempt to hide his real personal desires and goals: Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That we oppose the appointment of Mr. Beeson to the NLRB, and 
that we compliment Senator Herbert C. Lehman and others for their foresight 
in opposing the appointment; and be it further 

“Resolved, That we urge a very careful investigation into all details in the 
background and principles of Mr. Beeson, in particular as to his reasons for 
wishing the appointment ; and be it finally 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the President of the United 
States, to Congressmen, Senators, the public press, and the labor press.” 

Adopted at the regular meeting, January 28, 1954, of the A. F. of L. Santa 
Clara County Labor League for Political Education. 


Mr. Davies. Mr. Chairman, I would merely like to make the point 
that our negotiations in San Jose in all of our dealings are with the 
International Association of Machinists. The Labor League for 
Political Education I have never heard of. I do not know what that 
is. There may be something in the record to show. It would have 
the implication that it was a labor league for political education. I 
do not understand that to be anything from the unions with which 
we deal, which is the International Association of Machinists. 

Senator Lenman. May I make it very clear that this Labor League 
for Political Education is composed of American Federation of Labor 
Unions, and this is that part of the labor league which represents the 
Federation of Labor in Santa Clara County, and the Machinists, of 
course, as I understand, are a part of the American Federation of 
Labor. 

Mr. Davtrs. I do not know. 

Senator Lenman. May I ask you this question, Mr. Davies: How 
long a leave of absence may the company grant in order to maintain 
the employees pension fund status? Can this leave of absence be re- 
newed by the company ? 
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Mr. Davres. The case has not come up so far as I know. I believe 
a year is the longest we have granted. I believe it would be within 
the authority of the executive group to extend a leave of absence 
beyond that. The pension plan as such which I read into the record 
places no limitation on leave of absence. 

Senator Leman. Mr. Davies, you have already testified that you 
know the firm of Steptoe & Johnson, that they represent you in cases 
before the National Labor Relations Board, and possibly in other 
cases. Is that not so? 

Mr. Davies. I would say they represent us in many things, and the 
representation of cases before the National Labor Relations Board is 
a very minor part of the functions that they render. 

Senator Lenman. But they represent you in cases. We are dealing 
now only with the Labor Relations Board. They do represent you 
in cases before the Labor Relations Board. 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Senator LenmaNn. Do they represent you in all cases in which you 
may have an interest that come before the Labor Relations Board, or 
only on part? 

Mr. Davies. Mr. Beeson could answer that better than I. I do not 
believe we have had more than one or two cases before the National 
Labor Relations Board to the best of my knowledge. The only one I 
remember is one. 

Senator Lenman. Mr. Farmer does represent you and he is a mem- 
ber of the firm of Steptoe & Johnson. 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. He is not a member of the firm now. He severed 
all connections. 

Senator Leaman. Not now, but he was. Do you know Mr. Louis 
Johnson personally ¢ 

Mr. Davres. Yes, sir. 

Senator Lzeuman. Do you know Mr. Don Wilson? 

Mr. Davrss. No, sir. 

Senator LenmaN. Have you had any dealings with Mr. Louis 
Johnson ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. As my attorney I certainly have. 

Senator Lenman. Pardon? 

Mr. Davies. As our attorney I certainly have. 

Senator Gotpwater. Mr. Chairman, a question. Has this any rel- 
evance to the matter that Mr. Davies was requested to come and tes- 
tify on? 

The Cuarrman. Senator Goldwater, I have said I would let these 
gentlemen ask all the questions they wanted to, to see what they can 
establish. I would like to ask the gentlemen on the left before they 
go further, would they be good enough to return the courtesy I did 
them by putting into the record the telegrams exchanged on this matter 
in full for I do not know that we have seen copies of the telegrams that 
have been sent soliciting these disapprovals of Mr. Beeson from these 
various organizations. I do not quite see how that matter is in line 
with what we have been trying to do at this session, but we want to 
have everything on the table before us. I am very confused by some 
of these questions this morning. The suggestion was made that we 
brought Mr. Davies here to support Mr. Beeson. I brought him here 
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to get the facts in the case. I do not quite understand all this sudden 
burst of more evidence apparently gathered in reply to telegrams from 
members of this committee soliciting statements against Mr. Beeson. 

Senator Leuman. Mr. Chairman, may I say for the record that I 
have not sent any telegrams to anyone soliciting opposition to Mr. 
Beeson. This letter which I have put in the record now reached me 
just yesterday. 

The CHarrman. Does your statement, Senator, include the staff of 
the committee, and all the members on your side of the aisle? 

Senator LeuMan. I cannot answer for them. I do not know. But 
I can say to you that I have not addressed any requests personally to 
anybody soliciting opposition to Mr. Beeson’s nomination. I make 
that statement categorically. 

Senator Nreety. I make the same statement for myself, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether you were 
asking us to testify whether we had solicited opposition or not. 

The Cuamman. No, I simply asked for any telegrams sent. I have 
been putting the telegrams from my side, everything, in the record. 
It would be proper to ask on your side to place this matter in the rec- 
ord so we will know what has been done. That is all I am asking. 

Who is next? Excuse me, Senator Lehman, I thought you had 
finished. 

Senator Leaman. Mr. Chairman, in answer to the query made by 
one of my colleagues—I am not sure whether it was Senator Purtell or 
Senator Goldwater 

Senator Gotpwater. Senator Goldwater. 

Senator Leman. Respecting the field in which inquiry may be 
made, I want to point out that I have said, and it has been approved by 
the chairman, that I did not feel that this hearing should be limited at 
all to the single question of the pension rights of Mr. Beeson. There 
are other matters that I think are at least of equal importance. I am 
very deeply interested in this question of pension rights. I am very 
deeply interested in the several highly contradictory statements made 
by Mr. Beeson to this committee, a number of which he has sought to 
explain. Iam certainly very deeply interested in this question of the 
resignation because what the cianidank of the company has said is in 
complete variance with what Mr. Beeson testified to before this 
committee. 

Over and above all those things, at least of equal importance, is 
the matter of establishing whether there is a conflict of interest inher- 
ent in Mr. Beeson’s experience, training, affiliations, and point of view. 
I thnk some of those questions have not as yet been answered to my 
complete satisfaction. 

I have before me an editorial from the Wall Street Journal dated 
Monday, January 4, which I should like to have included in the record 
in its entirety, but I should like to read one or two paragraphs from it. 

The Board also will take a new look at its policy of letting craft unions sever 


small units of skilled workers from larger units organized on so-called industrial 
lines. 


* « * . * * 2 
The Board’s plan to review its craft-severance policy has already brought pro- 
tests from the American Federation of Labor, which has been the chief benefi- 


ciary of the present policy. The CIO and many businessmen want. the policy 
changed, and most likely it will be. 
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The reason is that much of the steam behind the drive to change the policy 
comes from the chemical industry, and Mr. Beeson’s Food Machinery Co. has 
hig chemical interests. It owns Westvaco Chemical Division, and Mr. Beeson 
himself has discovered the problems involved in dealing with a multitude of 
unions. Mr. Farmer and Board Member Ray Rodgers have previously indi- 
cated they favor a change in the craft-severance policy. 


(The editorial referred to follows :) 
[From the Wall Street Journal, January 4, 1954] 
BEESON OF Foop MACHINERY CorP. CHOSEN AS FirtTH NLRB MEMBER 
(By Stephen K. Galpin, Wall Street Journal Staff Reporter) 


WASHINGTON.—President Eisenhower has picked Albert C. Beeson of San Jose, 
Calif., to be the fifth member of the National Labor Relations Board, authorita- 
tive sources said. 

Mr. Beeson is director of industrial relations for Food Machinery & Chem- 
ical Corp., a manufacturer of products ranging from pesticides to military 
tanks, pumps, and hydrogen peroxide. 

The White House is said to be planning to hold up Mr. Beeson’s nomination 
until after Congress reconvenes, in midweek. He is said to have been recom- 
mended by NLRB Chairman Guy Farmer and to be supported by Vice President 
Nixon. 

The long-overdue appointment will let the Board get to work on the two big- 
vest policy problems confronting it. One is to redraw its jurisdictional lines— 
that is, determine how much it will narrow its authority under the GOP. The 
Board also will take a new look at its policy of letting craft unions sever small 
units of skilled workers from larger units organized on so-called industrial 
lines. 

Since midsummer, the Board has been operating with only 4 members—2 
appointed by President Truman and 2 by President Eisenhower. Despite this 
split, a number of important policies have already been changed. 

Just lately the Board threw out its controversial doctrine holding that em- 
ployers who made antiunion preelection speeches on Company time and premises 
must let unions answer these speeches on company time and property. By a 
3-to-1 vote, the new Board said this was nonsense. Henceforth, under the 
Livingston Shirt decision, employers need not give unions the chance to answer 
on company time or premises. 

Several earlier decisions of the new Board produced vigorous complaints by 
organized labor—as did the Livingston Shirt decision. 

On the issue of its own jurisdiction, the Board already has shown a disposi- 
tion to refuse to handle cases with only a negligible effect on interstate com- 
merce. For instance, in an unfair-labor-practice case involving 12 men’s-room 
attendants at Grand Central Station in New York City, the Board said: 

“Although the operation of the respondent’s washroom concession at the: 
Grand Central Terminal is not entirely unrelated to interstate commerce, we 
are of the opinion that * * it will not effectuate the policies of the (Taft- 
Hartley) Act to assert jurisdiction to this proceeding.” 

Earlier, in a case involving a small Wisconsin garage with a General Motors 
Corp. franchise, Mr. Farmer said, “This small business is an essential part of 
the operations of General Motors Corp. in precisely the same respect and roughly 
to the same degree as a single drop of water is an essential ingredient of the 
Pacific Ocean. The time and money necessarily spent * * * in this case have 
been substantial and, in my view, could have been better employed in dealing 
with cases having a more substantial impact on our national life.” 

The Board's plan to review its “craft severance” policy has already brought 
protests from the American Federation of Labor, which has been the chief: 
beneficiary of the present policy. The CIO and many businessmen want the. 
policy changed, and most likely it will be. 

The reason is that much of the steam behind the drive to change the policy 
comes from the chemical industry, and Mr. Beeson’s Food Machinery Co. has big 
chemical interests. It owns Westvaco Chemical Division, and Mr. Beeson 
himself has discovered the problems involved in dealing with a multitude of: 
unions. Mr. Farmer and Board member Ray Rodgers have previously indicated: 
they favor a change in the craft-severance policy. 
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Senator LeuMan. I am not in any way expressing any opinion as 
to the merits of the question to which I have referred, but it is highly 
important that this Board, which is a quasi-judicial board, should ap- 
proach the duties imposed upon it by law in a completely impartial, 
unbiased, and uncommitted way. 

To me there has been very grave question whether Mr. Beeson, be- 
cause of his long interest in management problems as the representa- 
tive of a large corporation, because of his continuing connection at 
least to some extent with the Food Machinery Co.—because it has been 
clearly demonstrated that he has not fully severed his connection, and 
in which he has some interest, including his pension rights—and 
whether because of his attitude in labor matters, which precipitated at 
least four serious strikes, he will be qualified and is qualified to ap- 
prove all these questions in a completely detached, unbiased, inde- 
pendent fashion. I would be glad to have your comment on that, 
Mr. Davies. 

Mr. Davirs. Yes, I would like to. There was only one statement 
included in your statement which I do not think was fair to Mr. 
Beeson. You said “because of his attitude, which has precipitated 
four previous strikes.” I think the responsibility for strikes definitely 
rests on management. We do not always take Mr. Beeson’s recom- 
mendations in regard to what should be done in connection with 
negotiations. As you know, that poses economic problems and other 
things that are beyond the province of an industrial relations director 
to decide. So I think it is unfair to say “because of Mr. Beeson’s at- 
titude, which has precipitated four previous strikes.” 

Senator Lenman. Mr. Davies, I certainly will accept your state- 
ment and ask that no weight be given to that part of my last state- 
ment. 

The Cuatrman,. Senator Lehman, may I have just a minute. Are 
you through? 

Senator Lenman. I am not quite through. 

The Carman. Senator Lalas there seems to be a lot of mis- 
understanding about what we mean by “resignations,” “leaves of ab- 
sence,” and so on. Will you be satisfied on this point if Mr. Beeson 
definitely wrote out any form of resignation that you could devise 
which would sever him from this company and any interest he has in 
it, to take effect on the date that he takes office as a member of the 
National Labor Relations Board in the event of his appointment ? 
Would that meet your point ? 

Senator Lenman. I am afraid I did not hear the chairman. 

The CHarrman. What I am asking is, would you care to indicate 
the form of resignation that would satisfy you that Mr. Beeson has 
resigned? You say the leave of absence is not satisfactory. If you will 
do that, I will ask Mr. Beeson—and I have already—if the Demo- 
crats here will prepare a form of resignation which will completely 
and entirely sever his relationship with his company as of the date 
he takes office on the National Labor Relations Board, would that 
meet your objection ¢ 

Senator Lenman. I certainly cannot answer that question. It is 
not my responsibility to tell Mr. Beeson what to do and what not to do, 
but I am very much concerned, Mr. Chairman, because of the fact 
that Mr. Beeson has come here and said he has resigned when it is 
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clear he has not resigned. That is something, I think, for the mem- 
bers of this committee and the Members of the Senate, when this nomi- 
nation comes before them, to take into consideration. 

They may give weight to it; they may not give weight to it. If 
Mr. Beeson decides now to resign, the members of the Senate may 
give weight to that. I do not know to what extent, if any, they will 
That is something upon which of course I cannot express their opinion. 

The Cuarrman. There is so much talk about what words mean, 
and Mr. Beeson, I know, is perfectly willing to put in black and white 
whatever words will make it clear that he has resigned from this 
company, to take effect when he takes over his responsibilities. I 
asked Mr. Beeson that yesterday, and he said of course he was willing 
to do that. 

Mr. Beeson is here this morning, and I am willing to put him on 
the stand and ask him that question. We want to get rid of all this 
quibble about what words mean and get the real intent here estab- 
lished clearly. If an additional statement by Mr. Beeson saying, “1 
resign from all connections, pension and everything else, if and when 
I assume responsibility on the Labor Board,” will solve things, let’s 
get rid of this discussion on that basis right now. 

Would you like to have me call Mr. Beeson on that? 

Senator Lenman. Before you do that, Mr. Chairman, I have one 
more question for Mr. Davies. 

Could Mr. Beeson sever relationship completely with your company 
by submitting a formal written resignation, and yet return to the 
company at some future date and maintain his right to the company’s 
contribution to the pension fund ? 

Mr. Davies. Definitely not, sir. Not only not retain his right to the 
contribution, but the company would have no obligation, obviously, 
to give him preferential treatment in the event he wished to return. 

Senator Leaman. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Beeson should be 
given the right to be heard on this matter, but I just want to say that 
I think, quite aside from this matter of resignation, the Senate will 
want to consider whether Mr. Beeson has the qualifications that would 
make him a worthy member of the National Labor Relations Board. 

The Cuarmman. Certainly. There is no question about that. 

I am perfectly aware that the question of Mr. Beeson’s qualifica- 
tions will be debated in the Senate, and should be debated. Nobody 
wants to put Mr. Beeson on this Board if he is not qualified and able 
to do an effective job without bias. We all agree to that. That mat- 
ter will of course come before the Senate, and I know Senator Lehman 
will present his views, as he always does, with great cogency. 

I will try to get the whole record before the Senate, too, on my side. 

Before I ask Mr. Beeson, who is here and I hope will stay a little 
bit to actually advise us what he will do on this thing, I want to give 
a chance for the other members here to question Mr. Davies. 

Senator Cooper, have you any questions / 

Senator Lehman, had you finished ? 

Senator Leuman. I have no more questions at this time, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Cooper? 

Senator Coorer. I would like to make a comment before I ask Mr. 
Davies my questions. 
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In my view, there is some confusion about the term “conflict of 
interest.” As I understand the legal application of the term “conflict 
of interest,” it applies to those cases where the Government employee 
has a financial interest which would be affected either favorably or 
adversely in consequence of his official acts. In this sense, I do not 
believe that Mr. Beeson could take any action in this position which 
would directly affect his pension rights, that is, increase or lower the 
fund. 

I make this statement because I think the question is reduced to 
whether his pension rights would give him bias toward his company 
or toward problems which affect his company and all companies. 

I do not think the legal significance of the term “conflict of interest” 
is the same as in the case of Mr. Wilson and other appointees last year. 
They would make decisions in their positions which would directly 
affect the earnings of the companies in which they were stockholders. 

Mr. Davies, if Mr. Beeson did make it clear that he was resigning 
and the company understood that there was no obligation on its part 
to rehire him and he understood clearly there was no obligation on his 
part to return, do I understand, then, that after 6 months he would 
be entitled to withdraw from the pension fund only the amount that 
he had contributed ¢ 

Mr. Davies. That is right, sir. I do not know about 6 months, but 
he would be entitled, under the pension plan, to only the amount that 
he had contributed. I would think he would be entitled to it right 
away. 

Senator Coorrr. I will put it another way. If it was clearly under- 
stood that there was a separation, could the company then legally, upon 
his return, if he should return of his own volition, restore to the fund 
any contributions that it had made? 

Mr. Davies. That the company had made? 

Senator Cooper. Yes. 

Mr. Davies. No, sir. 

Senator Cooper. His action on leaving would be conclusive? 

Mr. Davies. Absolutely. 

The Cuarrman. That would go into the general fund, as you said, 

Mr. Davies. That goes back to the general pension for the benefit 
of everybody participating. The plan is very clear on that, sir. The 
only way that anybody can keep hele status—and they have done it; 
we have sent many men down here for Government service—is on the 
basis of leave of absence. If there is a resignation, Mr. Beeson does 
two things: He forfeits any rights that he would have to any of the 
company’s share of this $4,424 that has been contributed and, in the 
second place, the company has no obligation whatsoever to reemploy 
him. 

Senator Cooper. It is very important, then, as far as the employee 
is concerned, to know the effect of his separation on the company’s 
portion of the fund; if it is intended that it is just a temporary separa- 
tion and there is an obligation on the part of the company to take him 
back and he desires to come back or he has the right to come back if 
he desires, then the contributions of the company are his, and are 
retained for his benefit. Is that correct? 

Mr. Davigs, Only if he remains with the company for the period of 
time; yes, sir. 

42432—54—pt. 2 
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Senator Coorrr. I understand. There is no loss then. 

Mr. Davies. The only loss Mr. Beeson would suffer with regard to 
the pension is that there is no way that the company could make any 
contribution. In other words, he has lost one year out of his accrual 
for pensions, so at age 65 his pension will be that much less than if he 
had worked for the company continuously. 

Senator Cooper. When did you first know that Mr. Beeson had been 
nominated for this position ? 

Mr. Davies. That he had been nominated ? 

Senator Cooper. Yes. Let me put it this way: Did you talk to 
him after you knew he had been nominated ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Senator Coorrer. Did you discuss the question of whether or not it 
was a leave of absence or a temporary separation ? 

Mr. Davres. I took it for granted that it would be a leave of ab- 
sence. We never went into it in detail whatsoever. 

Senator Coorrr. Did you discuss it at all? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir; I cannot remember that we ever discussed it. 

Senator Coorrr. Was a determination made that it was a leave of 
absence and that therefore there was no loss of the company’s con- , 
tributions ? 

Mr. Davres. I made the determination, sir. 

Senator Cooper. When did you make it? 

Mr. Davies. Whenever that press announcement which is here was 
put out in regard to Mr. Beeson’s leave of absence. 

Senator Coorprr. Upon what basis did you make the decision ? 

Mr. Davres. On the basis of what we had done with other people 
who went into Government service. 

Senator Cooper. Was it because he went into Government service 
that you construed it to be a temporary separation ? 

Mr. Davies. That is right. 

Senator Cooper. Did you tell Mr. Beeson that ? 

Mr. Davies. When you say “construed it to be a temporary situ- 
tion” 

Senator Cooper. “Separation.” 

Mr. Davies. I construed it that the company would like to have him 
back, and therefore we gave him a leave of absence. I do not con- 
strue that Mr. Beeson was under an obligation to come back. 

Senator Cooper. The company, then, made the decision, as I assume 
it can, that it would hold for him the contribution of the company 
to his fund ? 

Mr. Davies. That is right, as we have done with many other people 
who have gone into Government service. It wasn’t any new policy 
with us, sir. 

Senator Coorrr. The question that I want to ask is this: Did Mr. 
Beeson have any part in making that decision ? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir. 

Senator Coorrer. Did you notify him that you were making that 
decision ? 

Mr. Davtes. To the best of my knowledge, we did not discuss it. 
Unfortunately, I was back here. I have been in San Jose very little. 
I was called back here to the Pentagon on the week of January 4 
for conferences with Mr. Wilson and Mr. Kyes, and did not return 
until the latter part of that week. 
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Senator Cooper. Was there an opportunity for you and representa- 
tives of the company to talk the matter over and agree on the decision 
without notifying Mr. Beeson. 

Mr. Davies. The company made the decision. 

Senator Coorer. I want to ask you, because you must know these 
facts and must have some idea about it: Did anyone in your com- 
pany talk to Mr. Beeson about this question and with him deter- 
mine whether or not it would be considered a temporary separation 
or an actual and complete separation ¢ 

Mr. Davies. Not as far as I know, sir. 

Senator Cooper. Did you inquire to find out if any such arrange- 
ment was made? 

Mr. Davies. No, I have not, but I am confident the way our cor- 
porate structure and management structure is set up, there would 
be nobody in the company able to make the decision except myself. 

Senator Coorer. Do you know whether or not the subject was dis- 
cussed at all with Mr. Beeson / 

Mr. Davies. As far as I know, it was not. 

Senator Coorer. How many times have you talked to him since 
the appointment was made? 

Mr. Davies. I could not say exactly, but I would say not over 3 
times at the outside, of which I believe 1 was on the telephone. 

Senator Cooper. Leaving out for the moment, then, any conver- 
sation about the pension plan did you talk to him at any time about 
whether he would return to your company when his tour of duty here 
would be over ? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir; it was never discussed. I took it for granted 
that he liked our company and would like to come back, but we had 
no specific discussion in regard to it. The thing that I discussed 
with Mr. Beeson was primarily whom he would recommend to take 
his place. It was my problem, as president of the company, to find 
somebody to take his place. Our discussion primarily revolved around 
considering various people who might be qualified to take his place. 

Senator Coorrr. I am not sure, but I think there has been a press 
release which quoted you as saying that Mr. Beeson was on leave of 
absence. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Davies. That is right, sir. 

Senator Cooper. I assume you would say that was just your own 
opinion of what his absence amounted to? 

Mr. Davies. Absolutely. 

Senator Coorrr. There has been a good deal of talk about the firm 
of Steptoe & Johnson. Has your firm, have you or any member of 
your firm that you know about, urged the appointment of Mr. Farmer 
or the appointment of Mr. Beeson to the Board ? 

Mr. Davies. I have never urged the appointment of either one of 
them. Asa matter of fact, I was very disappointed that Mr. Beeson 
decided to come, from the standpoint of my own problems in operating 
the business. I respect that he was a free agent and if he wanted to 
devote time to public service, it was his responsibility to make the 
decision. 

Senator Coorrr. Did you consider, after hearing the testimony of 
Mr. Beeson that he had understood that he was making a separation 
from the company, and that there was no obligation on the part of 
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the company to rehire him nor an obligation on his part to go back, 
that you had to make any decision about his pension rights? 

Mr. Davies. Would you repeat the question? I am not sure that I 
understand it. 

Senator Cooper. It probably was not very clear. I understood 
you to say that it was clear that if his separation was “permanent, you 
would withdraw the company’s contribution. 

Mr. Davies. We would have no alternative under our pension plan. 

Senator Coorrer. I assume that would mean there was no obligation 
on the part of the employee to return and no obligation on the part 
of the employer to rehire him; is that not correct 

Mr. Davies. That is absolutely true. 

Senator Cooper. He has stated that. Do you now believe that you 
have any obligation to withdraw from his pension the company con- 
tribution ? 

Mr. Davres. I don’t know what Mr. Beeson has stated, sir. I didn’t 
know that Mr. Beeson has stated that he didn’t anticipate he had any 
rights to the pension. I don’t know. 

Senator Coorer. Assuming that he did. 

Mr. Davies. The present status, sir, is that I have granted Mr. 
Beeson a leave of absence. If Mr. Beeson should decide to submit 
a written resignation to the company, then he would automatically 
forfeit the $4,424, and he would automatically forfeit any obligation 
on the part of the company to rehire him. 

Senator Cooper. The substance of your statement, I gather, is that 
you took action on your own to say it was a leave of absence. 

Mr. Davies. That is right, sir. 

Senator Cooper. And Mr. Beeson has not participated in that 
decision ? 

Mr. Daviss. That is right, sir. 

Senator Coorrr. That is all. 

The CuatrMan. I want to ask Mr. Kennedy to ask questions of the 
witness, but at this point I would like to ask Mr. Beeson to rise and 
let me put the simple question to him: 

Mr. Beeson, in the light of this discussion of the uncertainty about 
what words mean, are you willing to send your resignation, without 
any if’s, but’s and and’s, to this company to take effect in the event 
you are confirmed as a member of the National Labor Relations Board 
and take office ? 

Mr. Berson. Yes, sir. In the light of the time of the Government 
that is being wasted, and the work that is to be done, I submit that we 
are quibbling while Rome burns, and I am perfectly willing to make 
my sacrifice. I would like to add that I think it is setting a very un- 
fortunate precedent for businessmen who have perhaps much larger 
pensions at stake, but my wife and I are glad to make the sacrifice. “Tf 
that will make the Democratic side happier and more content in their 
minds, I am glad to do that. 

The Cuarmrman. Thank you, Mr. Beeson. 

Now, Senator Kennedy. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether Mr. 
Beeson is prepared to make that statement after mature consideration 

or whether he was stimulated by the questions today. If the latter, 
I think it is most unfair to ask him to step up, before Mr. Davies’ ques- 
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tioning has been finished, and in front of a large group ask him 
whether he is prepared to give up a substantial sum of money that he 
has involved in this question. 

May I ask whether it was arranged with Mr. Beeson that he should 
make this statement ? 

The Cuarrman. No, it was not arranged at all. I asked him the 
question yesterday, and he has had a chance to consider it. 

Senator Kennepy. He knew, in other words, that he might be asked 
today whether he was prepared to give up his rights in this pension 
matter ¢ 

The Cuarrman. I do not think that is quite the right way to put it. 
What we have been getting at is to see what the words mean, and 
apparently this leave of absence thing has left a doubt about the 
$4,400. That is a lot of money to me, certainly. I would hate to give 
it up. Mr. Beeson is willing to give it up if there is any question 
about the good faith of his relationship with this company. He does 
not want any connecting link of any sort. That is the statement he 
has just made. I think it is a very fine statement to have made. 

I agree with you that it ought not to be asked of him to do so, be- 
cause many men come down here and serve the Government and do 
not have to do that. But I can see there is a danger of some compli- 
cation in the popular mind if it is considered that Mr. Beeson has a 
connection with the company and can go back and renew his pension 
program. 

Senator Kennepy. I am not saying the question should not be asked. 
I just wanted to know what the procedure was before Mr. Davies had 
concluded his testimony, whether it was planned to ask Mr. Beeson 
this question, whether he had received any warning about it, and 
whether he knew the effects of his decision. That is all. 

The Cuatrman. I will take the responsibility for saying that I 
told Mr. Beeson that, in the light of the discussion, I might ask him 
if he was willing to do it. I did not want to ask him if he was not 
willing to do it. I did not want to make it a question of integrity or 
anything of that sort. 

Mr. Beeson said he was willing to do it if it seemed right. I have 
asked him the question, and he said he would do it; if the committee 
wants him to do it, he is willing to do it. 

Senator Kennepy. In view of Mr. Beeson’s statement, can you tell 
me what is his status? As I understand your answer to Senator 
Cooper, if he hands in a formal resignation to you, as he announced he 
would, he loses his rights to the company’s contribution, over the pe- 
riod of his service, to the pension; is that correct ? 

Mr. Davies. That is true. 

Senator Kennepy. If he comes back with the company, you have no 
obligation to hire him, because he has lost his rights. If he comes 
back with the company, is there a possibility that a decision might be 
reached with regard to his pension? You do not have to answer that 
if you do not want to. 

Mr. Davies. I can answer it very clearly, sir. Do you want me to 
answer it? 

Senator Kennepy. Yes. 

Mr. Davies. If Mr. Beeson resigns, if he comes back to the company 
there is no possibility that the company could restore any benefits he 
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has under the pension plan, because that would be creating such a 
dangerous precedent that we could never live with it over a period of 
years. 

” Senator Kennepy. He would have to start in all over again, as far 
as the company’s pension plan; is that correct , 

Mr. Davies. Absolutely. He would not have the waiting period that 
is outlined in the pension plan, because he would have the accrued serv- 
ice, but he would start over again as far as company contributions or 
his own contributions to the plan. 

Senator Kennepy. He has contributed, as I understand, to the 
pension plan for 6 years. 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. At the end of 10 years, if he had a certain age, 
he would have begun to receive the benefits? 

Mr. Davies. No, sir. 

Senator Kennepy. If he had maintained his connection with the 
company. 

Mr. Davres. His benefits would not have been received under any 
circumstances until he was 65. 

Senator Kennepy. That is what I meant. At a certain age he would 
have received the benefits. 

Mr. Davies. I thought you meant at 50. Iam sorry. 

Senator Kennepy. This represents a substantial sacrifice on Mr. 
Beeson’s part. 

Mr. Davies. Yes. I am dumbfounded by what has been said here 
this morning. If I may digress just a minute, when Mr. Beeson told 
me he was considering the possibility of doing this, I asked him if he 
realized the personal sacrifice involved, because I happen to know some- 
thing about his financial situation. He is taking an income drop of 
approximately $2,000 a year. He has a home which he is purchasing. 
He is losing the contributions of the company, which I believe are 
approximately $120 a month, to the plan. He is going to have to 
rent a house here, and so on. I told him that it is something that 
he and his wife must consider very seriously, with four youngsters 
coming along, as to whether they could afford to do it. 

Senator Kennepy. Mr. Davies, I think, however, the decision is 
of some importance, not so much in Mr. Beeson’s case. It seems to 
me there are two issues involved in Mr. Beeson’s case. One is his 
general attitude toward labor-management relations in a very sensitive 
area. After all, I do not think there is any board that has a more 
delicate job in the next year or two, particularly if there is unemploy- 
ment, than the National Labor Relations Board. It is important 
that confidence be maintained in the Board, not only by management 
but by labor. Therefore, this question does not involve Mr. Beeson so 
much as the general principle. 

When Mr. Beeson first came before us, he announced he had 


severed his connection completely from the Food Machinery Corp., 
on the first day in answer to a question by Senator Lehman. It was 
not until the statement appeared in the paper out there about your 
plan during his absence, and the quotation in the paper that he 
expected to return, that we realized that his connection with the com- 
pany had not been severed completely. It was not until the third 
meeting, when the question of his pension came out, that it was 
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demonstrated very clearly that it would be not to Mr. Beeson’s interest 
to sever his connection with the company. 

It was obvious that a reasonable man would have to anticipate, 
because of the financial interest involved, that Mr. Beeson did have a 
clear interest, and the most likely presumption was that he would 
return to the company. This is an important company. It has 
plants in many States. Decisions involving it, its payroll, back-pay 
awards, responsibility to bargain—all these questions which would 
affect that company would come before the Board. 

Therefore, do you not agree that, as a Government policy, it is 
important that any man, whether from labor or m: unagement, who is 
appointed to a board of a disinterested nature, should be a completely 
free agent and should resign completely from his previous connection ¢ 
If he wants to return some day or not, that is possible, but he should 
not be on a leave of absence. There is no comparison between the 
work you have just done for the Government, in my opinion, and the 
work that Mr. Beeson will undertake should he be confirmed. 

Do you not therefore agree that it is proper that we should expect 
aman who appears before us to have resigned, as Mr. Beeson indicated 
he would ¢ 

Mr. Daviss. No, sir; I am sorry, I do not agree. 

Senator Krnnepy. You feel, then, that it is proper that he go and 
become the third man to be appointed, perhaps the most important 
yuan on the Board; a quasi-judicial body, which must maintain the 
confidence of both labor and management—you would expect a man on 
a leave of absence most certainly, I think, to return to the company, 
and he would have to return to the company if he was going to main- 
tain his pension, You do not feel it is important that he sever his 
connection with that company, just as Mr. Wilson severed his con- 
nection with General Motors? 

Mr. Davies. It may be presumptious of me to express my opinion 
on that, but if you would like to have it, I would be glad to do so. 

Senator Kennepy. Yes, I would. 

Mr. Davies. I have had some experience, both under the previous 
administration and under this administration, in being on a committee 
of the Business Advisory Council of the Department of Commerce, 
trying to get men to staff Government positions in Washington. I 
think it is one of the most serious problems we have to get capable 
men to come down here to do jobs. In almost every case the men 
have to make sacrifice, both as to compensation and as to their per- 
sonal family situation. 

I think the President, in the first place, has the obligation to appoint 
men that he feels are honest, who have integrity, and so on, and I 
think Mr. Truman did that and I think Mr. Eisenhower has done that. 

I cannot personally, under any stretch of the imagination, knowing 
Mr. Beeson, think that $4,400, one-fourth of his year’s salary, could 
have any influence at all 

Senator Kennepy. If I could just answer that one, Mr. Wilson I 
felt was an honorable man. Senator Byrd said, “We are not so much 
concerned about Mr. Wilson, but after all we do have an obligation.” 
There is no reason to make a precedent in Mr. Beeson’s case. Separat- 
ing it from Mr. Beeson, if this question came up of a trade-union man 
or a representative of management, concerning an agency as delicate 
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as this agency, would you not agree that his connection with his 
previous employment should be severed completely, that he should 
resign ? 

Mr. Davies. I think it has to be viewed, sir, in the light of the bene- 
fits that a man has coming. In other words, during the past 2 years 
our problem has been to get good, capable, younger men to come down. 
You are viewing an entirely different situation when you talk about 
a Mr. Wilson or somebody of that type taking high office in govern- 
ment, who have their financial position well established than when 
you talk about a young man who has had little opportunity, with tax 
rates as they are at present, to accrue anything. When you talk 
about $4,400, thinking that that will have something to do with his 
judgment and decisions when he takes the oath of office in a position 
of this type, sir, I cannot imagine that that is fair. 

Senator Kennepy. The issue is not the amount of money. It is 
just a question whether a man who takes a job which is as delicate 
as this, on a quasi-judicial body, should not sever all previous connec- 
tion. The amount of money is not involved, the company is not 
involved, nor is Mr. Beeson involved. It seems to me the principle 
that when a man takes a job in which the confidence of both labor 
and management is required—and you agree with that—labor should 
not be able to say that Mr. Beeson is not a free agent because of his 
connection with the company. Therefore, it seems to me that we have 
a right to expect that any man who comes before us for approval will 
resign his previous connection, as Mr. Beeson has indicated earlier 
that he had done. 

Mr. Davies. I cannot agree with that philosophy, sir. 

Senator Hi1u. May I ask a question? 

The Cuamman. All my brethren here would like to ask some 
questions, too. I will go back and forth. Senator Griswold, you 
did not have a chance before. 

Senator Griswotp. The only question I would like to ask is this, 
and I might ask the chairman of the committee to answer it, or Mr. 
Davies might pass judgment on it. Do you not think Members of 
the Senate should sever all their connections from all of their various 
industries and businesses and investments, and should not we apply 
the same rule to our own selves that some of us talk about applying 
to others who take appointive positions? 

Mr. Davres. I think we are dealing here with one of the most se- 
rious problems we have in Government, and that is the problem of 
getting capable people to come here. I think that the difference 
between capable people in Government and getting people who are 
willing to come for the salary that the Government pays, merely to get 
the salary, is one of the most serious problems this committee is deal- 
ing with. I think it is a serious mistake to let small matters of this 
type control. By the leave of absence he has severed all connections 
with the company, and he has no obligation to return to the company. 
We have had other men come down here who have had substantial 
offers with competitors and have gone with those competitors, where 
the amount of money involved would be made up in a relatively short 
time because of the increase in salary. Here we are forcing a man 
who can ill afford it, to resign and give up the $4,400 in order to obtain 
the appointment. 
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Senator Grisworp (presiding). Thank you very much. Senator 
Purtell, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Purrert. You find difficulty, do you not, in filling these 
executive jobs in your organization ? 

Mr. Davies. Yes, sir. 

Senator Purrert. Is that not one of the problems of your business 
and all businesses today ? 

Mr. Davies. That is one of our major problems. 

Senator Purrriu. Is it not therefore reasonable to assume that 
you would try to keep that door open as long as you could in the 
hope that the man might come back to your employ ment, without ever 
any guaranty by your or by him that he is coming back? 

Mr. Davies. Absolutely. 

Senator Purrett. There is one more thing I would like to say for 
the record. We have heard a great deal about this question of con- 
flict of interest. We talk about quasi-judicial positions. We talk 
about Mr. Wilson, who does not occupy a quasi-judicial position, I 
want the record to show that this very committee last year, with the ex- 
ception of one or two on the right and, I think, the complete com- 
mittee on the left, voted for Martin Durkin, who did have to do some 
quasi-judicial work. We voted without any question of conflict of 
interest when Martin Durkin had a leave of absence as president of a 
union. I wonder where this question of conflict of interest is going 
to stop and where it starts. 

Let me read a little bit from David Lawrence’s article, because he 
sums it up so much better than I. He says: 


Mr. Durkin became Secretary of Labor in the Eisenhower Cabinet notwith- 
standing an agreement in writing which provided for his resumption of the post 
of presidency of the union whenever his service in the Government would be 
terminated. Incidentally, Mr. Durkin, as Secretary of Labor, was to assume 
a post that in many respects is just as much a quasi-judicial office as that of any 
member of the Labor Board. For the Secretary of Labor has authority to deter- 
mine minimum wages to be paid under Government contracts under the Walsh- 
Healey Act and the Davis-Bacon law. 

When Mr. Durkin went before the Senate Labor Committee— 


this committee— 


last year, he got a different reception than Mr. Beeson is getting today. Here 
is an extract from the official testimony on January 16, 1953, just before the 
committee voted unanimously to recommend confirmation to the Senate. 


These are the questions: 


“Mr. Durkin. * * * If I am appointed to the position of Secretary of 
Labor, I have already made arrangements to leave my post as general president 
of the United Association (plumbers’ union) without any ties whatever to 
the union other than being a member, without any salary, and without any 
compensation for expenses or any moneys of any type. * * * 

“Senator Tarr. And you will resign your position as President of the United 
Association, you said? I think you said you will leave your post. * * * 

“Mr. DurKIN. I have taken a leave of absence with no authority to transact 
any of the affairs. I may return at some later date, and, of course, that is 
entirely—— 

“Senator Tarr. You may return? Is there an agreement that you will 
return if necessary ? 

“Mr. DuRKIN. Oh, no; no agreement. 

“Senator Tarr. You mean you may; you are eligible to return, of course? 

“Mr. DurKIN. As a member, I am eligible to return.” 


I am quoting from David Lawrence’s article now, and I intend to 
put it in the record. 
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At a press conference held in New York at the Eisenhower headquarters on 
December 5, 1952, the question was asked of Mr. Durkin: 

“Are you now on technical leave of absence?” 

“TI will go on complete severance. I would go back as president, just as I am 
now.” 

In the 1953 Directory of Labor Unions, issued by the Department of Labor, 
a footnote to the plumbers’ union listing states that Mr. Durkin “was granted 
leave of absence not to exceed four years while serving in his post as Secretary 
of the United States Department of Labor.” 


I will not try to read the rest of it. I do not want to deny my 
fellow colleagues the opportunity of asking further questions. 

I am beginning to wonder when this question of conflict of interest 
begins. Is it only when somebody who has had some business ex- 
perience will be helpful to the Government comes down here to help 
this Government out in solving some of its problems? 

I want to say that I voted for Martin Durkin and would vote for 
him tomorrow. I think he made an excellent man. I think there 
are many labor leaders who will make excellent men in any position, 
quasi-judicial or otherwise. I was happy to vote for Martin Durkin 
then, but there were no questions asked, to the best of my knowledge, 
as to this question of conflict of interest. 

Thank you. 

(The newspaper article referred to follows :) 


Opp CONCEPTION OF IMPARTIALITY—DEMOCRATS WHO ARE OBJECTING TO BEESON 
For NLRB Founp No Bars To MARTIN DURKIN’s APPOINTMENT 


(By David Lawrence) 


What is sauce for the goose evidently isn’t sauce for the gander after all. 
Democrats in the Senate who didn’t object but voted to confirm Martin Durkin 
as Secretary of Labor a year ago, even though he retained his ties with the 
International Plumbers’ Union, are now making quite a fuss over the fact that 
Albert C. Beeson, nominated for membership on the National Labor Relations 
3oard, may some day derive a pension from his former employer. 

Mr. Beeson’s company has stated flatly that he has no contract or agreement 
that provides for his return to the company whenever he terminates his service 
on the Labor Board, but there are members of the Senate who think an eventual 
pension raises doubts about his impartiality. 

Everybody knows that in any case involving a former employer the member 
of the Labor Board affected usually would disqualify himself from sitting in 
that particular proceeding. But to argue that a commitment to receive a pen- 
sion some day from a company makes a man so prejudiced on the side of man- 
agement that he can never be fair in hearing any cases of management and labor 
is to erect a barrier which was conveniently overlooked last year by the same 
Democrats who are objecting now to the confirmation of Mr. Beeson. 

Mr. Durkin became Secretary of Labor in the Eisenhower Cabinet notwith- 
standing an agreement in writing which provided for his resumption of the post 
of presidency of the union whenever his service in the Government would be 
terminated. Incidentally, Mr. Durkin, as Secretary of Labor, was to assume 
a post that in many respects is just as much a quasi-judicial office as that of any 
member of the Labor Board. For the Secretary of Labor has authority to 
determine minimum wages to be paid under Government contracts under the 
Walsh-Healey Act and the Davis-Bacon law. 

When Mr. Durkin went before the Senate Labor Committee last year, he got 
a different reception than Mr. Beeson is getting today. Here is an extract from 
the official testimony on January 16, 1953, just before the committee voted 
unanimously to recommend confirmation to the Senate. 

“Mr. Durkin. * * * If I am appointed to the position of Secretary of Labor, 
I have already made arrangements to leave my post as general president of the 
United Association (plumbers’ union) without any ties whatever to the union 
other than being a member, without any salary, and without any compensa- 
tion for expenses or any moneys of any type. * * * 
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“Senator Tarr. And you will resign your position as president of the United 
Association, you said? I think you said you will leave your post. * * * 

“Mr. DurKIN. I have taken a leave of absence with no authority to transact 
any of the affairs. I may return at some later date, and, of course, that is 
entirely 

“Senator Tart. You may return? Is there an agreement that you will return 
if necessary? 

“Mr. Durkin. Oh, no; no agreement. 

“Senator Tarr. You mean you may; you are eligible to return, of course? 

“Mr. DuRKIN. As a member, I am eligible to return.” 

At a press conference held in New York at the Eisenhower headquarters on 
December 5, 1952, the question was asked of Mr. Durkin: 

“Are you now on technical leave of absence? 

“T will go on complete severance. I would go back as president, just as I 
am now.” 

In the 1953 Directory of Labor Unions, issued by the Department of Labor, 
a footnote to the plumbers’ union listing states that Mr. Durkin “was granted 
leave of absence not to exceed 4 years while serving in his post as Secretary of 
the United States Department of Labor.” 

Mr. Durkin, while in office, was influential enough to block a prospective 
appointment to the National Labor Relations Board, even though the Senators 
from the State in question both endorsed him. The labor unions objected, and 
that was enough to enable Mr. Durkin to veto the appointment. 

So, when a labor-union executive gets “leave of absence” from his position as a 
top union officer to enter the Government, no objections are made by the radicals 
and so-called liberals in the Senate. Yet, when a man has absolutely no 
contract or agreement to return to his former employer but merely will derive 
a pension some day when he reaches an advanced age, these same radicals 
and “liberals” argue that he cannot possibly be impartial and must of necessity 
be biased in favor of management. Apparently it’s all right for a former union 
official to come into the Government and retain connections, but not so for a 
management man. That’s an odd conception of impartiality. 


Senator Grisworp (presiding). Senator Hill. 

Senator Hitt. Mr. Davies, is it not true that the office of Secretary 
of Labor is an administrative and executive office under the executive 
branch of the Government ? 

Mr. Davies. I would think it is an executive office plus making 

many decisions that vitally affect labor. 

Senator Hixx. Is it not true that the very act creating the Depart- 
ment of Labor, creating the office of Secretary of Labor, provides 
ara _ office and that Department are set up to proomte the cause of 
abor ? 

Mr. Davies. I don’t know about that, sir. 

Senator Hm. If you examine that act, you will find that it is to 
promote and protect the cause of labor. 

bse Davies. Also decisions that are made there vitally affect em- 
ployers. 

Senator Him, But it is primarily and basically an executive and 
administrative department of the Government in the executive branch 
of the Government, set up to promote and protect the interests and 
the cause of labor. You examine the act, and I think you will find 
that is true. 

Mr. Davies. I believe it is true also, however, that the Secretary of 
Labor recommends appointments for the National Labor Relations 
Board, isn’t it? 

Senator Hriz. I am quite certain it is not in the law. It may well 
be that any President might consult his Secretary of Labor on any 
matter, just as he might consult his Secretary of Commerce about 
matters of this kind which affect management and business. I am 
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quite certain you will find nothing in the law providing that the Sec- 
retary of Labor shall make any recommendations concerning NLRB 
appointments. 

You are familiar, I am sure, certainly generally, with the Railway 
Mediation Board, which is the Board set up by the Congress in the 
Railway Mediation Act to perform functions in the railroad industry 
equivalent to the functions performed by the NLRB in all other 
industry. 

Mr. Davies. In a very general way. 

Senator Hix. It is a Board composed of five members appointed 
by the President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
to handle labor-management matters in the railroad industry. 

Are you familiar with the fact that the law setting up this Board, 
the law of the land today, provides, and I quote: 

No person in the employment of or who is pecuniarily or otherwise interested 
in any organization of employees or any carrier shall enter upon the duties of 
or continue to be a member of the Board 

Mr. Davies. No, I am not familiar with that, sir. 

Senator Hitt. The law establishing the Railway Mediation Board 
specifically says that— 

No person in the employment of or who is pecuniarily or otherwise interested 
in any organization of employees— 
that would be the railroad unions— 
or any carrier— 
that would be the management of a railroad— 
shall enter upon the duties of or continue to be a member of the Board. 


That is the policy the Congress set out for the Mediation Board, 
and that Board is more nearly akin, more similar in its work, functions 
duties, and responsibilities, to the NLRB than any other agency in 
our Federal Government. Is that not true? 

Mr. Davies. That is true, but I would question the word “employ- 
ment.” I do not consider Mr. Beeson in the employment of our 
country when he is on a leave of absence, and I think there have been 
members of the Railway Mediation Board who have been on leave 
of absence. 

Senator Hux. That may be true, but the act goes beyond employ- 
ment, because it says: 

No person in the employment of or who is pecuniarily or otherwise 
interested * * *. 

It even puts in the word “otherwise.” 

May I say this act was passed under a Republican administration, 
and is what is known as the Watson-Parker Act. At the time the 
act was passed it was authored and fathered in the Senate by the late 
Senator James G. Watson, of Louisiana, afterward the Republican 
leader of the United States Senate, and was authored and fathered 
in the House of Representatives by the late Congressman Parker, of 
New York, who was Republican chairman of the Interstate Com- 
merce Committee of the House of Representatives. It is the Parker- 


Watson Act, with this very wise and sound provision and principle 
written into the very language of the law. 
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Mr. Davies. I don’t believe that wording would disqualify Mr. 
Beeson from being a member of that Board. 

Senator Hiri. That might be a question of opinion. Anyway, we 
are talking about the principle. I want to make clear, if I may, that 
there is a vast difference between a person serving in the executive or 
administrative branch of the Government, set up particularly to advo- 
‘ate and further a certain interest, and a person sitting almost as : 
judge, performing the duties of a quasi-judicial body. 

Mr. Davies. Mr. Chairman, I have a luncheon a with 
General Sheppard of the Marine Corps. I would like to get word 
to him that I will not be able to be there, if I may. 

The Cuarrman. We have to adjourn in just a few minutes because 
the quorum call has already sounded. I understand Senator Gold- 
water has one question, and Senator Cooper has one, also. 

Senator Gotpwarer. I have just one comment, Mr. Chairman. Mr. 
Beeson is not yet a member of the NLRB, so this whole question that 
we have been arguing about seems to me a little premature. I think 
the proper pounds of flesh have been exacted in this case, and I suggest 
we proceed to the floor of the Senate to determine the questions 
involved. 

The Cuatrman. That of course will inevitably happen as soon as 
this meeting is adjourned today. Senator Cooper, you had an obser- 
vation. 

Senator Coorer. My comments are addressed to the question of 
Senator Kennedy. I know he did not so imply, but I think the infer- 
ence might be drawn that the action of the chairman in talking to Mr. 
Beeson about the action he should take was improper. 

Senator Kennepy. Excuse me. I did not hear you. 

Senator Cooper. I say, I am sure you did not imply it, but I think 
the inference might be drawn from your question, that the action of 
Senator Smith in talking to Mr. Beeson as to whether or not he would 
resign and thereby divest himself from his pension fund might be 
considered as something improper. 

Senator Kennepy. Oh, no. I wanted to be sure that Mr. Beeson 
knew about this. 

Senator Coorrer. Last year we had this question before the Armed 
Services Committee, when Mr. Wilson, Mr. Stevens, and Mr. Talbott 
were before us. 

The CHairman. You are a member of the Armed Services Com- 
mittee, are you not? 

Senator Coorrr. Yes. When Senator Byrd raised the question 
that they owned property and had a conflict of interest after con- 
sultation with Senator Saltonstall, Senator Byrd, and others, they 
said they would divest themselves of their property. Actually, they 
made it clear that in some instances they could not completely divest 
themselves of their property until after actual confirmation. 

I want to bring out that there was a continuous series of consulta- 
tions with them about the divestment of all of their property. 

Senator Kennepy. I want to comment that I did not mean that 
there was anything improper in Senator Smith’s talking to Mr. 
Beeson. I just wanted to be sure that Mr. Beeson had an opportunity 
to decide very clearly what he was going to do this morning, and that 
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the calling upon him was not of an impromptu nature so he might 
not have been able to consider carefully the statement he made. 

The Cuarmrman. Thank you, Senator Kennedy. I am glad you 
made that clear. 

Senator Hiit. Do I understand that Mr. Davies put in the record 
the pension plan of the company ? 

Mr. Davies. I have it here, sir. These are the originals, so I would 
like to have them back. 

The CHatrmMan. We have a copy for the record. 

Mr. Davies. I don’t think you have a copy of all this, if you want to 
go into it. 

The CHarrman. What are those other documents you have? 

I see you have a lot of papers there. 

Mr. Davirs. This is a contract with the Equitable Life Insurance 
Co. in regard to our pension fund. 

The Cuarrman. I do not think it is necessary, unless the members 
of the committee ask for it, that you furnish for the record your 
arrangements with the Equitable Life covering your pension plan. 

Mr. Davies. Do you think this booklet explaining the plan is 
sufficient ? 

The Cuarreman. That could be put in, certainly, and I don’t think 
the members of the committee will ask for the other material. 

(The booklet referred to, entitled “Employees Retirement Plan, 
Effective September 30, 1941, Revised January 1, 1952, Food Ma- 
chinery & Chemical Corp.,” follows :) 


EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT PLAN 
Effective September 30, 1941, revised January 1, 1952 


Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., Executive Offices, San Jose, Calif. 


In view of the fact that the increased company contributions under 
this retirement plan are subject to the wage stabilization regulations, 
the change in this plan is subject to the approval of the Wage and 
Salary Stabilization Board. 


To our employees: 


It is a real pleasure to announce to you that effective January 1, 1952, the board 
of directors has authorized an amendment to our retirement plan which will pro- 
vide, for those employees who are eligible for membership in the revised plan, sub- 
stantially increased benefits for service with the company after January 1, 1952. 

Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. stands for permanence and security; for 
stability of income for employees as well as for stockholders. Our retirement 
plan for long-service employees is an expression of our confidence in the future. 
Through it, the company shares with you a mutual responsibility of building for 
your income after years of work together. 

This retirement program supplements the Federal Social Security Svstem, 
which is supported by joint contributions by the company and by all employees. 
Our retirement plan is underwritten by the Equitable Life Assurance Society of 
the United States. It applies to all basic salaries as well as to commissions (3- 
year average), bonus payments, and overtime earnings. 

Under this plan you cannot lose. The plan guarantees to you, or to your heirs, 
an amount equal to your total contributions plus interest credited by terms of the 
plan. Whether you leave or remain in employment with the company, or if you 
should die, this is still true. Those who contribute under the plan as defined and 
who withdraw before retirement under certain conditions also receive additional 
benefits from the contributions of the company. Naturally, those who complete 
the program to retirement age receive the greatest advantage. 

Careful study has been given to this revision. We believe it makes our plan 
even more fundamentally sound than before, and that it presents so many bene- 
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fits and advantages to those who participate that none can afford to pass it by. 
We recommend to every eligible employee that he make application promptly. 
This booklet describes the plan as in effect on January 1, 1952, and if, after read- 
ing it carefully, you have any questions, the personnel department will be glad 
to answer them. 

Foop MACHINERY & CHEMICAL CoORP., 

Pau. L. Davies, President. 


WHO IS ELIGIBLE?* 


Every regular salaried employee of the company shall be eligible to join on the 
first of the month coincident with or next following the attainment of age 30 and 
the completion of at least 1 year of continuous service with the company, if then 
under 64% years of age. 


HOW DOT JOIN? 


When eligible, you sign the application form provided, on which you authorize 
the required payroll deduction and designate your beneficiary. 

The plan is entirely voluntary and you may join at any time, providing you are 
still eligible. However, it is greatly to your advantage to join as soon as you are 
eligible in order to build up the maximum benefits. 


HOW MUCH DOT PAY? 


Not much and it’s easy to figure. Upon your authorization, the following 
monthly deduction will be made from your earnings : 











Employee’s 
Earnings class | Rate of annual monthly 
earnings contribu- 
tions 
(1) (2) (3) 

Bisi. clgbu sen esbtedebeecsial bute ddan -«.--.-| Under $1,440. .........| $2. 25 
Sop oannpiiiweta wal ns aie amet ‘ Sains dugutdémanes | $1,440 to $1,679.99.____- 3. 00 
Sots jude ame Sees -| $1,680 to $1,919.99...__. 3.75 
4 quadeisibtineebesatentdbessngeunteadatabhine .--| $1,920 to $2,159.99_____- 4. 50 
5 ; bddnddhtidsbadedt | $2,160 to $2,399.99______| 5. 25 
SE ees ea ea ee ee ae $2,400 to $2,639.99....._| 6. 00 
Fo ee ees : be ...| $2,640 to $2,879.99 3 6.75 
8 swhbttedelates othieabiedd diiidow a $2,880 to $3,119.99 sel 7. 50 
9 < $3,120 to $3,359.99 wel 8. 25 
10 i ake $3,360 to $3,599.99 al 9. 00 
11 . ° $3,600 to $3,899.99 10. 00 
12 » $3,900 to $4,199.99 ° 11. 25 
Mo ait Gch 3 -Shlie 4 $4,200 to $4,499.99... _- 12. 50 
14 < « $4,500 to $4,799.99__.___| 13. 75 
15 a 4 mee $4,800 to $5,199.99______| 15. 00 
Increasing for each class by bei . GOA ci scald da ntdsese | 1. 25 


If your earnings change sufficiently to place you in another class, the change 
will become effective on the January 1 coincident with or next following your 


change in rate of earnings. 


Your contributions pay only a part of the cost of your retirement income. The 
company pays the balance of the cost, which amounts to considerably more than 


the total contributions made by all members. 


1 All members of the original plan on December 31, 1951, are eligible for membership 


in the revised plan as of January 1, 1952. 
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HOW MUCH DO I GET? 


You will receive a monthly retirement income based on the number of years 
during which you contribute and on your rate of earnings, as shown in the 
following schedule: 


Monthly 
retirement 
} income at 


Rate of annual | normal re- 


Earnings class : my tirement 
ae date for each 
| complete 

| year of par- 
ticipation 
(1 (2) (3) 
1 Under $1,440 $0. 90 


2 $1,440 to $1,679.99____- 
3 $1,680 to $1,919.99 | 
‘ $1,920 to $2,159.99 | 
5 .| $2,160 to $2 
6 
8 





$2,400 to $2,639.99 nal 


SPE rr 
2 


. $2,640 to $2,879.99 a 











70 

$2,880 to $3,119.99 3.00 

9 $3,120 to $3,359.99 | 3. 30 
10 $3,360 to $3, 3. 60 
1] $3,600 to $3, 4.00 
12 $3,900 to $4,199.99 4. 50 
13 $4,200 to $4,499.99 5.00 
14 $4,500 to $4,799.99 | 5. 50 
15 $4,800 to $5,199.99 6.00 
Increasing for each class by $300 - | . 50 


As of the date of entry into the plan and on each January 1 thereafter, the 
company will determine the earnings Class of each employee for the purpose 
of this plan. The earnings class shall be based upon your average salary, 
including commissions, bonuses, and overtime, during the 12 months’ period 
ending on the preceding December 31. The amount of commission to be in- 
cluded in the total earnings for any 1 year will be determined by taking an 
average of the commissions paid in the 3 preceding years. 

To determine your monthly retirement income payments: 

(a) Multiply the amount shown in column 8 of the schedule on page 4 
by the number of complete years of participation in that particular earn- 
ings class (see example, p. 12). 

(b) Add up the amounts so determined for participation in each class to 
find the total retirement income. 

(In addition to the above you will receive old age benefits under the pro- 
visions of the Federal Social Security Act.) 

The maximum annual retirement income payable under the provisions of this 
plan is $12,000. 

WHEN DOI GET IT? 


Your normal retirement date is the first day of the month coinciding with or 
next following your 65th birthday. Retirement at this date is mandatory unless 
the company consents to your continued employment. In either event, your 
monthly retirement income payments will start on the normal retirement date 
and all contributions will stop at that time. 

With the consent of the company, you may elect to retire and have a reduced 
monthly retirement income begin on the first day of any month after attain- 
ment age of 55. However, you would receive a smaller monthly retirement 
income than if you should wait until age 65 because less contributions would 
have been made, less interest would have been earned, and the payment of the 
retirement income would begin at an earlier age, thus increasing the period 
during which you would expect to receive retirement income payments (see 
table I at the back of the booklet). 

With the consent of the company and the insurance company, this reduced 
retirement income may be adjusted to provide as far as is practicable a level 





2The benefits accrued to those employees who were members of the retirement plan 
prior to January 1, 1952, will not be affected in any way by the changes in plan effective 
January 1, 1952. 
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| total income throughout the entire period of retirement taking into considera- 


tion the monthly benefit payable under the Federal Social Security Aet. 
MAY I PROVIDE FOR RETIREMENT INCOME PAYMENTS TO ANY OTHER PERSON ? 


The answer is “Yes.” If you desire to have retirement income payments 
continued to your wife or another person following your death after retirement 
you may, prior to the commencement of the retirement income payments, desig- 
nate such person as a joint annuitant. In that event you will receive during 
your lifetime after retirement a smaller amount of retirement income, and 
after your death the joint annuitant, if living, will receive either the same 
reduced amount of such portion thereof as you have designated. The amount by 
which your retirement income will be reduced will depend upon the age and sex 
of the designated dependent and the amount of retirement income to be con- 
tinued after your death (see table II at the back of the booklet). 

While you may elect this arrangement at any time prior to retirement, it is 
. i conditional upon your submission of evidence of good health satisfactory to 
the insurance company unless it is made at least 5 years before your retirement 
income begins. Proof of age of your joint annuitant, satiesfactory to the insur- 
ance company, must be submitted. If your joint annuitant should die while you 
are receiving retirement income payments, you will continue to receive these 
payments in the same reduced amount. However, if you should die, or the 
person you selected as joint annuitant should die, before your retirement date, 
the arrangement is canceled and the situation is the same as if you had not 
selected another person to receive a monthly retirement income after your death. 
If at any time you desire to elect this form of retirement income, you should 
contact the personnel department for additional information. 


WHAT HAPPENS IF I LEAVE THE COMPANY BEFORE RETIREMENT? 


Your contributions and those of the company on your behalf cease upon ter- 
mination of your employment. You may elect to— 

(a) leave your own contributions with the insurance company and receive, 
commencing at your normal retirement date, if living, that part of your retire- 
ment income purchased by your own contributions, or 

(b) have returned to you all of your own contributions by the insurance 

company with credited interest.’ The insurance company will ordinarily refund 
such contributions in one lump sum, but reserves the right to spread the repay- 
ment over a period of 12 months. 
| (c) If, at the termination of service prior to retirement, you have— 
1. been in the company’s service at least 10 years, and 
2. attained age 50, and 
3. been a member of the plan for 5 years or more then (provided you 
at no time have your own contributions returned to you) the retirement 
income payable to you will be increased by 50 percent of the amount of 
the retirement income provided for you by the company prior to ter- 
mination of service. 
If, at the termination of service prior to retirement, you have— 
1. been in the company’s service at least 15 years, and 
2. attained age 55, and 
{ ; 3. been a member of the plan for 10 years or more then (provided 
you at no time have your own contributions returned to you) the retire- 
ment income payable to you will be increased by 100 percent of the 
amount of the retirement income provided for you by the company prior 
. } ; to termination of service. 


Temporary absences authorized by the company for causes such as sickness, 
accident, or leave of absence will not be considered terminations of active service. 
During any such period when your earnings cease, no contributions will be made, 
but the retirement income previously purchased for you will not be affected. 
Upon resumption of earnings, contributions will be resumed. 

The insurance company reserves the right to change the interest rate from time 
to time in accordance with the contract, but any such change will apply only 
to contributions made on or after the date of change. 





® Under the plan as in effect on January 1, 1952, interest is allowed at 2 peresat per 
annum, compounded annually, on each contribution from the January 1 foll 
date when made to the first day of the month of termination. 


owing the 
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WHAT HAPPENS IN THE EVENT OF MY DEATH? 


(a) If you die before retirement income payments begin, there will be paid to 
your beneficiary your own total contributions plus credited interest to the first 
day of the month of death. 

(b) If you (and your joint annuitant, if one has been elected) die after monthly 
retirement income payments begin, there will be paid to your beneficiary the 
amount by which your total contributions, with credited interest to your actual 
(normal or earlier) retirement date, exceed the total retirement income payments 
made to you (and your joint annuitant, if any). 

(c) If there is no beneficiary designated or surviving at your death, the pay- 
ment described above will be made to the first surviving class of the following 
successive preference beneficiaries: the member’s (1) widow or widower, 
(2) children, (3) parents, (4) brothers and sisters, (5) executors or adminis- 
trators. Any minor’s share may be paid at a rate not exceeding $50 per month 
to such adult or adults as have, in the opinion of the Equitable, assumed the 
custody and principal support of such minor. 


LET’S SEE HOW THE PLAN WORKS 
Example 1 
An employee joins the plan on January 1, 1952, at age 32 after completing 1 
year of service with earnings during the fiscal year ending December 31, 1951, 
of $2,880 and his subsequent earnings are as follows: 








| 
Average | ‘ 
During age periods monthly | — 

earnings | ass 
a ee ee Se ee Se SO ee 2 ee ae $240 | 8 
35 to 39 260 > 
40 to 44 280 = 
45 to 54 300 i 
55 to 64 340 12 








Monthly retirement income under the plan (see table on p. 4). 


For 3 years in class 8—3 times $3.00 equals__________________-.___ $9. 00 
For 5 years in class 9—5 times $3.30 equals__________._.___________ 16. 50 
For 5 years in class 10—5 times $3.60 equals___.__.____-__________ 18. 00 
For 10 years in class 11—10 times $4.00 equals_________--.-___-.___ 40. 00 
For 10 years in class 12—10 times $4.50 equals___._________________. 45. 00 
otal 85... escapes tants steel grea a A aca it Seth POR KO 128. 50 

Estimated monthly primary insurance benefit under present Social 
ROCMERLY Ath sete et Ot a ee ea gt ot 77. 90 
Total monthly income at age 65_..---..._._________________ 206. 40 


Should this employee live 180 months after retirement (the average duration 
of a man’s life after he has attained age 65), he would receive a total of $23,130 
in retirement income under the plan, exclusive of social-security benefits. During 


his participation in the plan this employee would have contributed a total of 
$3,855. 
pv, 





EXAMPLE II.—Eramples of monthly retirement income for service on and after 


Jan. 1, 1952 


If length of continuous service in the plan is— Income 
from 
social 

35 years | security 


Monthly earnings during each year 
of participation 


15 years | 20 years | 25 years | 20 years 


$200_. se eeriatiteie oe g $36. 00 $48. 00 $60. 00 $72. 00 $84. 00 $65. 00 
$250 Leste tén 45. 00 60. 00 75. 00 90. 00 105. 00 72. 50 
$275 hae : sé 49. 50 66. 00 82. 50 99. 00 115. 50 76, 25 
$300 silat’ , 60. 00 80. 00 100. 00 120. 00 140. 00 80. 00 





itech ok cicinreuedapeiniacnnabieenaen 75.00 | 100.00 125. 00 150. 00 175. 00 | 8). 00 
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Note for members prior to January 1, 1952: Your retirement income for your 
period of service before January 1, 1952, will be shown in the statement which 
will be furnished you. 

ARE THERE ANY FURTHER QUESTIONS? 
Military service 

If you left the employment of the company to enter military service and resumed 
active work with the company within 90 days following your discharge from 
military service the company will make a single payment equal to the sum of the 
company’s payments that otherwise would have been made had you continued 
in active employment without interruption provided : 

(a) You were a member of the plan immediately before you entered military 
service, or 

(b) You would have become eligible for the plan had you not entered military 
service and enter the plan within 30 days following reemployment. 


Administration 


The plan is administered under a group annuity contract with the Equitable 
Life Assurance Society of the United States. This contract defines in detail the 
features of the plan which are summarized in this booklet. 

Assignment of benefits 

No member, beneficiary, or joint annuitant shall have the right to assign, trans- 
fer, hypothecate, or otherwise subject to lien any of his benefits under the plan, 
unless otherwise provided by law. 


Small retirement incomes 


Your retirement income will be payable to you in monthly installments, unless 
it amounts to less than $10 per month, in which event the insurance company may 
make the payments quarterly beginning 2 months after retirement date, or 
may make a single cash payment in full settlement of the retirement income if 
payments should be less than $10 per quarter. 


Certificates 


The insurance company will issue for each member a certificate evidencing 
his inclusion under the plan. Upon retirement, the member will receive from 
the insurance company a supplemental certificate outlining the amount of retire- 
ment income and the terms of payment. 

The plan’s future 

The company expects to continue the plan indefinitely but, since future condi- 
tions cannot be foreseen, the board of directors of the company necessarily 
reserves the right to amend or discontinue the plan. In the event the plan should 
be amended or discontinued, the retirement incomes already purchased and then 
in force for all members and all employees previously retired under the plan 
will not be adversely affected. The company also reserves the right at any time 
to change the type of group annuity contract with the Equitable or to discontinue 
payments under the contract and to continue the plan with another insurance 
om or a trustee. Such change will not have the effect of a discontinuance of 
the plan. 

It is the hope and expectation of the company that this plan will be a perma- 
nent one. The above guaranties are given in order that employees may have 
maximum security even if the plan should be discontinued. 
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TaBLe I.—Approwimate percentage of retirement income payable at earlier 
retirement dates 


| Normal retirement income com- 
mencing at earlier retirement 
date expressed as an approxi- 
mate percentage of retirement 
income payable at normal re- 
Earlier retirement date tirement date and purcliased 
before earlier retirement date 


| Male member | Female mem- 


ber 
Percent Percent 
Age #4 | 90 92 
Age 63 5 4 ee 2 82 | 85 
Age 62 74 78 
Age 61 68 | 7: 
Age 6 62 67 
Age 59 ‘ i | 57 62 
Age 58 — ¢ a eal i 53 58 
Age 57 49 | 54 
Age 56 ; caeccuieee 45 | 51 
Age 55 42 | 47 





TABLE IT 


The table below illustrates approximately the amount of the reduced retire- 
ment income as a percentage of the regular retirement income depending on the 
age and sex of the retiring member and of his joint annuitant at his retirement 
date. 





duced retire- duced retire- 
| ment income | ment income 








Member’s re- Member’s re- 
duced joint duced joint 
and survivor and survivor 
| annuity where | annuity where 
Ageofmale | : . , joint annuitant | joint annuitant 
seemaber Age of female joint annuitant is to get 100 | is to get 50 
| percent of percent of 
| member’s re- | member’s re- 
| 








| Percent Percent 
55 | 50 aa , : Sede ‘ ‘ 72 
55 55__. J ae F . andienihdiietades 76 87 
60 | 50.___- f reer. 64 78 
60... MHL RBA Rs oc UU ited. dab le 69 | 82 
60... | 60 piaetinn pede a épeld bbe a £oep abidbod 74 | 85 
65... | 60 ae nee teas 66 | 80 
65_. | 65 : Sinai ae. 3 wa ‘ ; 72 84 
| 


The Cuarrman. I want to apologize to Professor Cox, who has been 
waiting this morning to finish his testimony. I understand it will be 
difficult for him to come back. I want to ask him if he is willing to 
leave his testimony to be incorporated in full in the record. 

Professor Cox. I would be glad to, yes, sir. Iam sorry, but I do 
have commitments Monday at the university. I want to be as help- 
ful as I can, but I cannot very well break them. 

The Cuatrman. I may say for the benefit of the record that it was 
intended that the Taft-Hartley hearings would be completed this week. 
We have witnesses who have already agreed to come, and I feel it only 
fair to them, in the light of this holdup we have had, to hold the Taft- 
Hartley hearings on Monday and perhaps, if necessary, Tuesday, so 
they can come and be heard, and so we can complete that record before 
we go into executive session on that. 





4 
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As far as these hearings are concerned, they are closed and the matter 
from here on out will be presented on the floor when Mr. Beeson’s 
nomination comes up. I assure Senator Lehman that there will be 
no attempt to bring Mr. Beeson’s nomination up without full notice 
to the members of the committee, so they understand it will be on a 
certain day. 

I have conferred with the majority leader, and he thinks in the light 
of the plans of both the Democrats and the Republicans to make world- 
shaking speeches over the country, it is only fair to postpone bring- 
ing up the Beeson nomination until after the oratory has been disposed 
of. If that meets with the approval of the committee, that will be the 
order as far as the chairman of the committee is concerned. 

Senator Hitz. Just one minute before we recess. I referred earlier 
to the act creating the Department of Labor. That act is found in 
the United States Code, 1946 edition, title V, Executive Departments— 
Officers—Employees, where I find these words: 


CHAPTER 11—DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
SEcTION 611. ESTABLISHMENT OF DEPARTMENT ; SECRETARY ; SEAL. 


The purpose of the Department of labor shall be to foster, promote, and develop 
the welfare of the wage earners of the United States, to improve their working 
conditions, and to advance their opportunities for profitable employment. 


That confirms just what I said, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. I think there is no question about that at all. 

Mr. Davies, I want to thank you sincerely for coming here at the 
invitation of the committee and for the testimony you have given us 
to help clear up this whole matter. 

Mr. Davies. Thank you very much, sir. 

(By direction of the chairman, the following letters are made a part 
of the record :) 


ALEXANDRIA, VA., February 6, 1954. 
Hon. H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Senate Labor Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR SmitTH: I have been reading of the controversy now raging 
over the appointment of Mr. Albert Beeson to the National Labor Relations 
Board. 

During 1950-51 I heard Mr. Beeson address an economics class at the University 
of New Mexico on the subject of industrial relations. 

I found Mr. Beeson to be scrupulously fairminded to both management and 
labor, to have a keen insight into the problems of both sides, and to be sym- 
pathetic to the viewpoint of organized labor. 

My own qualifications to judge Mr. Beeson are a master’s degree in economics 
(with a concentration in labor economics), and 2 years of industrial relations 
research experience. 

I am a Democrat. 

Hoping that this little note may help clear the air a bit, I wish to remain 

Sincerely yours, 
L. B. WALLERSTEIN. 





INTERNATIONAL UNION OF ELECTRICAL, RADIO, 
AND MACHINE Workers, CIO, District No. 4, 
Newark 2, N. J., February 4 ,1954. 
Senator H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Chairman Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. OC. 
Dear Senator SmiTH: I would appreciate having the following information 
inserted in the printed committee record concerning the nomination of Albert C. 
Beeson to the National Labor Relations Board. 
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I understand that Mr. Beeson inserted into the committee proceedings, on 
February 2, 1954, partial content of a personal letter which I mailed him on 
January 19, 1954, following the announcement of his appointment to NLRB. 

My letter was purely personal in nature, It was not intended for publication. 
It cannot be considered as a public endorsement from me personally as an official 
of the International Union of Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers, CIO, 
District 4, or from the organization I represent. 

My relations with Mr. Beeson ended some 7 years ago when he left the 
National Union Radio Co. in Newark, N. J., as labor relations manager. During 
the period of my dealings with him, I found him to be fair and a vigorous 
advocate of employer’s point of view. 

I have not attended the present hearings or followed them closely. However, 
various charges of conflict of interest because of Beeson’s leave of absence 
status from his employer, his client-attorney relationship with the present NLRB 
Chairman, his industrial relations experience being confined entirely to repre- 
chairman, his industrial relations experience being confined entirely to repre- 
senting the employer’s point of view, and the charge that he has prejudged 
some NLRB cases and policies, should be weighed carefully in determining his 
fitness for the NLRB post. 

Sincerely yours, 





JAMES T, CALLAGHAN, 
Director of Organization, 
District No. 4 IUE-CIO. 


ec: Senator James Murray. 


The Cuarrman. The meeting is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12: 10 o’clock p. m., the hearing was closed. ) 

(The chairman of the committee, Senator H. Alexander Smith, 
at the request of Senator James E. Murray of Montana has directed 
that the following communications be made a part of the record of 
testimony in regard to the nomination of Albert C. Beeson.) 


WaAsuHINGTON, D. C., February 10, 1954. 
Hon, JAMEs E. MuRRAY, 
United States Senate: 

On behalf of the United Steelworkers of America, CIO, I want to record our 
strong objection to the appointment of Albert C. Beeson as a member of the 
National Labor Relations Board. 

It is the considered view of our organization that Mr. Beeson’s testimony 
before the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare conclusively demon- 
strates that he is not qualified to serve on this important quasi-judicial agency of 
the Government. 

Davin J. McDONALD, 
President, United Steelworkers of America, 





New York, N. Y., February 10, 1954. 


Hon. JAMES MURRAY, 
Senate Office Building: 

You are earnestly requested to cast your vote against the confirmation of C. 
Beeson to the NLRB. We vigorously protest against Beeson on the grounds that 
he is not the proper type candidate for such public office due to his long adverse 
background in labor management relations. We feel that he has disqualified 
himself on the record through his testimony as gathered through the press. It 
is our opinion that he is utterly incapable of exercising the necessary fair and 
impartial judgment of labor matters as required of a member of such an all- 
important tribunal as the NLRB, we further feel that Beeson is definitely anti- 
union and as such could not subscribe to President Eisenhower’s public statement 
that he was opposed to union busting tactics. 

INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS, LOCAL 808, 
E. V. Corrican, President, 
JoHN McNamara, Secretary-Treasurer. 











| eat ie aa ac A: ie OPIN CN ape. 





NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 221 


OmaHa, Nesr., February 9, 1954. 
Senators Murray, Him, LEHMAN, NEELY, DovuGLas, KENNEDY, 
Senate Labor Committee, Washington, D. C. 

We 1,600 members of the undersigned organization do hereby register and voice 
our protests to the appointment of Albert Beeson to the NLRB. For it is quite 
clear that his appointment is an attempt to shackle organized labor and its ef- 
forts to get a fair and impartial hearing before the NLRB. Beeson’s background 
as well as his outlook on labor management problems indicate that he in con- 
junction with NLRB chairman Farmer would give a decisive command to pro- 
management forces. We urge that in all fairness to democratic trade unions you 
vote against this appointment. 

Loca No. 47, UnrTep Pack1na House WorkKeERS or AMERICA, CIO. 


Senator Murray of Montana, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Dear Str: The members of Local 325 UAW-CIO wish to thank you for your 
stand against the appointment of Mr. Beeson as a member of National Labor 
Relations Board. We know of his record and we feel that he would not give 
labor a just and fair decision on any cases that might be brought before him. 

OFFICERS AND MEMBERS OF 
LocaL 325, UAW-CIO, 
VERNON DOLLEB, Chairman. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., February 9, 1954. 
Senator James E. Murray, 
Senate Labor Committee, Senate Office Building: 


International Brotherhood of Teamsters strenuously objects to nomination of 
Albert C. Beeson as member of NLRB. Board as now constituted is strongly 
promanagement. This is clearly evident by its decisions since appointment and 
confirmation of last two members. NLRB is a quasi-judicial body and its mem- 
bership should possess the impartiality of neutral judges. This quality Albert 
Beeson does not possess. He comes directly from payroll of management and 
is clearly employer-minded and sympathetic to employers’ views concerning 
Taft-Hartley Act. We submit, therefore, that he is not qualified to become 
member of the NLRB and should not be confirmed to that position. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS, 
Dave Beck, President. 





Omana, NEsR., February 8, 1954. 
Senator Murray, 
Senate Labor Committee, Washington, D. C.: 


We the undersigned organization do hereby register and voice our protests to 
the appointment of Albert Beeson to the NLRB as it is quite clear that his ap- 
pointment is an attempt to shackle organized labor and its efforts to get a fair and 
impartial hearing before the NLRB. Beeson’s background as well as his outlook 
on labor-management problems indicate that he in conjunction with NLRB Chair- 
man Farmer would give a decisive command to promanagement forces. We urge 
that in all fairness to democratic trade unions you vote against this appointment. 

In the behalf of the 1,900 members. 

Loca No. 8, UPWA-CIO. 


Omana, Nesr., February 8, 1954. 


Senator Murray, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


We strongly urge that you vote against the appointment of Albert Beeson to the 
NLRB. We believe that Beeson’s background as well as his outlook on labor- 
management problems indicate that he along with NLRB Chairman Farmer would 
give a decisive command to promanagement forces. 


METROPOLITAN COUNCIL No. 11, 
UNITED PacKINe House WorKERS oF AMERICA, CIO. 
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Omawa, NeEsr., February 8, 1954. 


Senator MurRay, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

We the undersigned organization do hereby register and voice our protest to the 
appointment of Albert Beeson to the NLRB as it is quite clear that his appoint- 
ment is an attempt to shackle organized labor and its efforts to get a fair and im- 
partial hearing before the NLRB. Beeson’s background as well as his outlook on 
labor-management problems indicate that he in conjunction with the NLRB 
Chairman Farmer would give a decisive command to promanagement forces. 
We urge that in all fairness to democratic trade unions that you vote against 
this appointment. In behalf of the members of Local No. 62, UPWA CIO. 

Loca No. 62, 
EpirtH WELLS, President. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., February 4, 1954. 


KENNETH CONN, 
Editor, San Jose Mercury, San Jose, Calif.: 


Your issue dated Tuesday, January 5, quoted Mr. Albert Beeson as follows: 
“Any previous announcement would be presumptuous on my part. However, Vice 
President Nixon has indicated to me he would support this nomination, and the 
suggestion that my name be put in nomination was made by Guy Farmer, Chair- 
man of the present four-man National Labor Relations Board.” Your paper put 
the statement in quotes and attributed the words to Mr. Beeson. On his reappear- 
ance before our committee Mr. Beeson said, “that article quoted me, to my great 
embarrassment, as expecting a Presidential appointment and claiming the sup- 
port of Vice President Nixon. I had made no such statement.” Repeat, “I had 
made no such statement.” Using the words addressed to us by Mr. Ridder in an- 
other connection, apparently the integrity of your paper and the accuracy of your 
reported is again being challenged. Will you please wire me whether or not Mr. 
Beeson did make the statement quoted above and if so to whom, where, and 
when. 


James BE. Murray. 


Los ANGELES, CAuir., February 5, 1954. 
Senator JAMES E. Murray, 
Room 111, Senate Office Building: 


Your telegram forwarded here. The San Jose Mercury did not misquote Mr. 
Beeson. Mr. Beeson made that statement to one of our reporters, Norman 
Bowman. Substantially same story by Stephen K. Galpin in the Pacific coast 
edition, Wall Street Journal, Jenuary 4. 

KENNETH Conn, Editor. 


Sr. Loutrs, Mo., February 6, 1954. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Senate, Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Members of local 50, Insurance Workers of America, CIO, voted against con- 
firmation of Albert Beeson on National Labor Relations Board. 


WALTER A. PLEIMANN, 
President of local 50, CIO, Insurance Workers of America. 


LINCOLN, Nesr., February 5, 1954. 
Senator JAMES E. MurRay, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


The Lincoln CIO city council urges you to oppose the appointment of Beeson 
to NLRB. 


E. O. Wart, President. 








NOMINATION OF ALBERT CUMMINS BEESON 223 


Sr. JosepH INDUSTRIAL UNION CouncrL, CIO, 
St. Joseph, Mo., February 6, 1954. 
Hon. Senator JAMes E. Murray, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Honorable Senator: I am writing on behalf of the above-named council and its 
affiliated unions. I wish to commend you very highly for your vote against the 
confirmation of Albert Beeson for a 1-year term on the National Labor Relations 
Board. 

We feel that we need more Senators like you who believe in the working peoples 
progress and interests. 

Thanking you again for your no vote on this matter, I am, 

Respectfully yours, 
F. R. Smiru, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 





